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Please state your name for the record.

My name is Michael D. Chrysler.

By whom are you employed and what is your position?

I am employed by the Consumer Advocate and Protection Div151on (“CAPD”) in
the Office of the Attorney General for the State of Tennessee as a Regulatory
Analyst.

How long have you been employed in the utility industry?

Approximately 35 years. Before my employment with the Attorney General in
1998, I was employed with Terre Haute Gas Corporation for approximately 2 %
years and Northern Indiana Public Service Company (NISOURCE) for 24 years.
What is your educational background?

I have a Bachelors degree in Business Administration from Fort Lauderdale
University (1970) with a major 1n accounting. Additionally, I have attended
numerous “outside” training classes including Arthur Andersen Rate Case School,
American Gas Association Rate Case School, NARUC Eastern Utility Rate
School, and a mimi MBA school offered to NIPSCO Senior Management (and
nvited staff) provided by Purdue University Northwest

Describe your work experience.

Before joming the Consumer Advocate and Protection Division, I was employed
by Terre Haute Gas Corporation as an Assistant Office Manager, with NIPSCO 1n
various positions 1n Consumer Accounting, Rate and Contract, Strategic Planning,

Consulting Services, and finally as Principal of Electric Business Planning

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 2
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Departments. As a Regulatory Analyst, I am responsible for analysis and
development of utility issues as assigned.

Are you and have you been a member of any professional organizations, Mr.
Chrysler?

Yes, I am a member of the NASUCA (National Association of State Utility
Consumer Advocates) Consumer Protection Commuttee and an active member of
the NASUCA Gas Committee. At NIPSCO, I was an active member of the
Midwest Utility Corporate Planners Association.

Mr. Chrysler, would you explain the extraordinary circumstances ihvolved in
your analysis of issues in this case relative to recent cases you have testified in
with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority?

The analysis of 1ssues surrounding Chattanooga Gas’s filing has provided quite a
contrast with the recent filings and reviews of Tennéssee American Water
Company and Nashville Gas Company. Both Tennessee American and Nashville
Gas exhibited a cordial, cooperative, and transparent attitude in presenting their
case and willingness to provide assistance in explanation of issues and verification
of presented data. Nashville Gas exhibited a professional attitude in filing
“Mimimum Filing Guidelines” (as agreed to in various Gas Forum meetings
between TRA, CAPD, and staffs of ATMOS, Nashville Gas, and Chattanooga
Gas) at the time of their rate filing with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority.
Additionally, many telephone calls were made with the petitioning company asking

for additional data detail met with a rapid response.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 3
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Unfortunately, that attitude has not been forthcoming from the petitioning
company in this docket.

How have you responded to your analysis of questionable issues in the
petitioner’s filing?

Due to the lack of transparency and late comphance filing of requested data by the
petitioner, my analysis also utilized data from previous TRA filings and data
responses, contact with other regulatory bodies including Ithe Georgia Public
Service Commission staff and the National Association of State Utility Consumer
Advocates, and the publications referred herein.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

My opimons will be directed to the petitioner’s proposals (A) payroll increase of
$412,004'; (B) a Pipeline Replacement Plan (PRP); and (C) Quality of Service
Issues.

Mr. Morley proposes a payroll increase of $412,004. Does the evidence in the
record support the increase in payroll as necessary or prudent?

No, Mr. Morley’s proposed increase of $412,004 (including a $110,000 in pay
increase for 2004 and 2005) is counter-intuitive for a company intent on
maximizing profits and achieving financial objectives. Manpower, “payroll” 1s one
of the few major controllable opportunities companies have in reducing expenses.
Why then, would a company increase employee levels and increase payroll expense

right before filing a rate case? Please refer to Exhibit MDC EL 1 & EL 2 which

I Mike Morley’s testtmony, p 10, line 3

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 4
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includes a worksheet summary of employees of Chattanooga Gas taken from data
request #5 (Exhibit MDC DR 3) provided by the Company in response to our data
request in the TRA “Uncollectibles Docket” 03- 00209. The graph of employees
and worksheet summary reflects a company that severely reduced its manpower
from a total of 90 employees in the 4th quarter of 1999 to 62 in the 4th Quarter of
2000 (after 1its last rate case). Continuing forward on the chart, it kept 1ts’
manpower constant until preparing for this rate case. Inflated expense levels going
into a rate case (only to reduce them in following years) allows a company the
opportunity to increase revenue requirements 1n its rate request and then 1n
subsequent years the ability to improve future earnings through reduced payroll
expense. In this case inflating manpower levels forces customers to pay $302,004
for “non-existent” employees. Manpower data provided by the company in
Docket 03-0209 indicates the added employees adjustment reflects an increase in
meter readers from 4 in years 2000, 2001, 2002 to 10 in 4th Quarter 2003. Ata
time when the Company was increasing the number of meter readers it was
reducing Service Department personnel from 28 in 1999 to 20 1n 2003 a decrease
of about 30% and Construction personnel from 33 1n 1999 to 10 in 2003 or a 70%
reduction Chattanooga Gas has not supported the assertion that consumers
should pay for an increase in payroll expense caused by added positions of
$302,004.

Would you please describe the proposals as presented by the petitioner?

Yes, the “Pipeline Replacement Program” (PRP or Program) 1s stmilar to a

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 5
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program in Georgia by AGLC designed to recover, “certain costs™? associated
with a 10-year, 100 miles of pipeline (bare steel and cast iron pipe) replacement
outside the conventional rate making procedure.

Q-12 'What reasons have the petitioner offered for including this program in its
proposal to raise rates for its consumers?’

A-12  Petitioner’s witness, Mr. Lonn summarizes four reasons for the company’s
proposal: (1) replacement of bare steel and cast iron pipe; (2) reduction of
maintenance costs due to repairing leaks agsociated with bare steel and cast 1ron
pipe; (3) operating efficiency through increasing system operating pressure; and (4)
discontinuing the use of many of the special fittings needed for the repair of bare
steel and cast 1ron pipe.

Q-13 Are the reasons provided by Mr. Lonn for the Chattanooga Gas Pi[;eline
Replacement Program the same as the reasons necessitating a similar
program in Georgia in 1998?

A-13  No, although this question will be addressed by CAPD witness Mr. McGriff of the
Georgia Public Service Commission (GPSC), “public record” information

provided by the GPSC staff indicates that the gas distribution system of Atlanta

“Purpose” paragraph, Bare Steel And Cast Iron Pipeline Replacement Tracker,
Onginal Sheet No 47, Exhibit sponsored by Steve Lindsay.

Rick Lonn’s testimony, p 4, lines 7-22, pp. 5, 1, 2

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 6
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Gas Light had been allowed to degrade to a condition such that:*

“On January 6, 1998, the Georgia Public Service Commission (“Commission’)
issued a Rule Nisi against Atlanta Gas Light Company (“AGLC” or “Company”).
In that rule Nist, 1t was alleged that various violations had occurred in the
operation of the Company’s pipeline system. On June 1, 1998, the Adversary Staff
of the Commission and the Company filed a proposed stipulation in this matter and
a hearing on the ments of the stipulation was held before the Commission on July
8, 1998. The terms of this stipulation include a provision authorizing AGLC to
recover over a ten year period through a pipe replacement rider (rider) those costs
incurred to replace the portions of its pipeline system that were corroded and/or
leaking. Additionally, the stipulation provided that Staff audit the expense
incurred by the Company 1n complying with the terms of the stipulation. On
September 3, 1998, an order was entered by the Commission accepting the
stipulation.”

Has Chattanooga Gas been replacing the applicable Unprotected Steel and
Cast Iron pipe since their last rate case in Tennessee?

Yes, my Exhibit MDC RS1 is a worksheet and RS1A (graph) indicating that
Chattanooga Gas replaced 324 miles of Mains and Services from 1990 - 2000 (an
average replacement of about 32 miles’ per year) and an average of about 8 miles®
per year from 2000 - 2003; however in Mr. Lonn’s Exhibit___ (RR Schedule 1,
“Expenditures - Bare Steel Cast Iron Pipeline Replacement Program’) Exhibit

MDC RR 1 he proposes a plan to replace the applicable mains and services at a

Order On Atlanta Gas Light Company’s Petition For A Declaratory Ruling, “In
Re Atlanta Gas Light Company Pipeline Replacement Program”, Docket No

8616-U Exhibit MDC- GP PRP 1.
5 (466 3 - 142 3)/10.

6 (1423 - 116 2)/3.

Data Source Chattanooga Gas Company Annual Report by Year of the Gas
Distribution System to the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (Form RSPA F 7100-
1) and Exhibit MDC RS 1

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 7
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rate of 10 miles per year! Further, he proposes the average replacement cost
beginning at $50.94 per replacement foot in year 1 (2004) of the plan to
$70.88/per foot in the 10th year.

Have you asked the petitioner to reconcile the difference in cost?

Yes, CAPD data request, dated April 23, 2004 question 34 and responded to by
CGC on July 15, 2004 provides an analysis of the increase in average $/ft. in cost
from fy 2004 though fy 2014 and provides a comparison of average cost per foot
in Georgia from fy 2004 though fy 2008.

Mr. Chrysler, can you explain the nature of your questions regarding
“regulatory appropriateness” of the PRP Proposal?

Yes, the Consumer Advocate and Protection Division 1s very concerned about the
potential of inflating costs as well as incomplete or unanswered questions on a
going-forward basis should the PRP proposal be accepted by the TRA. Formal
rate proceedings should allow all interveners the opportunity to study and
mnvestigate the appropriateness of costs and management decisions; however, an
annual rate tracking processes may not allow interveners the same access. Should
this change n regulatory action take place, it would counter the purposes mcurred
with the development of Tenn. Code Ann. 65-4-118(2) (A)(B) regarding the
development of the Consumer Advocate Division.

Mr. Chrysler, do you have additional information to confirm your worries
regarding, “inflated costs” and attempted recovery of costs other than

“replacement costs”?

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 8
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A-17 Yes, see attached Exhibit MDC PR1 a copy of a slide presentation made by AGL
Resources to analysts/potential investors in November 2003, which details an
Original Projection of $76.16 (per customer) but compares with an actual cost of
$29.19 per customer -- a projection of about 260% over actual cost!

Additionally, see attached Exhibit MDC GP SC2® “GPSC Staff Recommendation
Letter from Tony Wackerly, Utilities Analyst commenting on attempts by AGLC
to pass through improper inclusion of Capital and Operation and Maintenance
costs through the nder if not discovered by audit staff. On page 1, paragraph 1:

During 1ts Second Quarter Audit of the Atlanta Gas Light Company
(AGLC) Pipeline Replacement Rider, Gas Staff discovered that
right-of-way charges that the Company had booked as
expenses to the Rider were actually rate base items. These
expenses were related to the possible replacement of the East Point
Line. In addition, Staff discovered that the Company also intended
to book certain anticipated expenses to the Rider though these
anticipated charges should be treated as rate base items. The
charges in question were not for costs of replacing pipes.
Instead, they were related to a pressure improvement agreement
between Atlanta Gas Light Company and Southern Natural Gas and
capital expenditures for new rnight-of-ways that will not be used for
the pipe replacement program. The Company’s funding for these
types of items comes through base rates, and the Company was
prepared to enter into an agreement with Southern Natural Gas for
a pressure improvement program without informing the
Commussion of 1ts intentions.

Continuing on page 2 paragraph 2:
The Company has continually asserted that if they are not allowed

to recover these items through the Rider, then they will simply do
pipe-for-pipe replacement without seeking a more prudent method

Report to the Georgia Public Service Commussion in Docket No 8516-U Atlanta
Gas Light Company Pipe Replacement Program, dated July 29, 2003 by Tony
Wackerly, GPSC Utilities Analyst

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 9
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of reducing costs. Staff believes that the company has reached a
conflict of interest between cost recovery and financial and
engineering prudence. There can be a demarcation between cost
recoveries, such as rate base and the Pipe Replacement Ruder.
When a pipe replacement project 1s being considered, 1t may have
elements of both types of recovery, and it 1s prudent to recognize
this demarcation and make the appropriate decision on allocating
which costs should be recovered under each mechanism. The
Company has failed to understand this line of demarcation
between recovery mechanisms by attempting to go forward with
this pressure improvement project with SNG without informing the
Commussion, while threatening to do imprudent pipe-for-pipe
replacement if they are not allowed dollar-for-dollar recovery of
non-pipe replacement items.

This matter is a prime example why riders in general can be
problematic: “The lines of demarcation for recovery can be blurred
and the company can be incented to make decisions, not based
on financial and engineering prudence, but based on the
mechanism of cost recovery. For this reason, when Staff makes
its recommendation next month on the Pipe Replacement Rider
surcharge for the upcoming year, Staff intends to also recommend
that the Commussion roll pipe replacement costs back 1t into base
rates in next rate case so that the Pipe Replacement Rider can be
terminated. This would prevent rate base items from being
recovered as pipe replacement 1items, and it would prevent decisions
from being made based on recovery mechanism rather than financial
and engineering prudence. The rolling of the Pipe Replacement
Rider back 1nto base rates 1n the next rate case would not affect the
Pipe Replacement Program from a safety perspective, nor would 1t
prevent the company from competing the program with the 10-year
time frame as prescribed 1n the Stipulation.”

Q-18 Are ATMOS, and Nashville Gas in the process of replacing their Unprotected
Steel and Cast Iron Mains and Services?

A-18 Yes, Exhibits MDC RS 2 and RS2A (graph) reflect that between 1990 and 2000
United Cities’ ATMOS replaced a total of 115.7 mules (an average of about 11 Y
miles per year). Although between 2000 and 2003 ATMOS has actually

discovered an additional 24 miles of Unprotected Steel Mains and Services

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 10
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distorting the replacement miles per year. Nashville Gas (Exhibits MDC RS 3 and
3A) has replaced approximately 518 miles of Unprotected Steel and Cast Iron
mains and services between 1990 and 2000 and an additional 113 miles from 2000
through 2003 (even though additional Cast Iron Main miles were discovered).
What opinions do you reach from your review of CGC’s historical
replacement schedules and your review of petitioner’s request for a 10-year
PRP replacément proposal?

In my opinion, the thrust of a Pipeline Replacement Proposal is an opportunity for
the petitioner to attempt to immediately recover applicable and improper Capital
costs and Operation and Maintenance Expenses through a non-traditional rate
making annual recovery scheme. We’re concerned that the PRP proposal will
morph from a program to replace applicable Unprotected Steel and Cast Tron
mains and services into a recovery scheme to recover any capital projects and
O&M expenses it attempts to get away with at inflated costs. We’re concerned
that the process will require continual review by TRA Gas Pipeline Safety and
Energy and Water audut staff as has been reflected in Georgia and referenced in
comments by the GPSC staff.

Said another way, in summarizing comments (Exhibit MDC GP SC1°) Tony
Wackerly, Georgia PSC Utilities Analyst states:

Second, staff further recommends ending the Pipe Replacement
Rider and rolling 1t into base rates. The reason for this action 1s to

Executive Summary - Staff Comments to The Georgia PSC 1n Docket No 8516-U
regarding AGLs Pipeline’s Pipe Replacement Program for Cost Year-5

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 11
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prevent rate base items from being recovered as pipe replacement

items and 1t will prevent decisions from being made based on

recovery mechanism rather than financial and engineering prudence.

Further, The rolling of the Pipe Replacement Rider into base rates

will not affect the Pipe Replacement Program from a safety

perspective, nor does it prevent the Company from Completing the

program within the 10-year time frame as prescribed in the

Stipulation.
Traditional rate making theory (as articulated in the attached NASUCA (National
Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates) Resolution Exhibit MDC N1'?)
states in paragraph 4 that: “automatic adjustment mechanisms further create bad
public policy by eliminating the built-in regulatory incentive to control costs
between rate cases and, generates incentives to increase spending 1n order to avoid
reduction of the surcharge which occurs if the water company’s authorized return
is reached.”
GPSC staff witness Mr. McGriff may elaborate on continuing pipeline replacement
by CGC by a referencing of Exhibit MDC RS 1, that CGC’s pipeline replacement
is and has been taking place since at least 1990 when the company had a total of
466 miles of unprotected steel and cast 1ron mains and services to be replaced, has
replaced 350 miles with a current balance of 116 miles to be replaced.
The rate of replacement may differ from company to company and management
to management, but the ability to replace unprbtected steel and cast iron mains or

services 1sn’t predicated on a formal “Pipeline Replacement Proposal” but rather a

conscious commitment by management to replace all applicable pipe by a certain

NASUCA (National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates) Water
Company Infrastructure Costs Resolution, June, 1999.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 12
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date. Recovery of cost can and will occur just as it has from company to company
and year to year through formal rate proceedings (as detailed in GPSC Executive
Summary'').

Why would a company request to replace the traditional rate making
procedure with a “Pipeline Replacement Program” as proposed in this
docket?

From reading Georgia Public Service Commission’s staff reports regarding the
PRP 1t becomes apparent that opportunities become available to include
inappropriate costs for recovery through the tracking mechanism covering both
capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) expense 1f not discovered by
regulatory staff review prior to authonzation. Additionally, the petitioner will
escape intervener review (associated with rate case review) are negated through
the proposed “tracking mechanism.”’

Does Chattanooga Gas need an automatic rate increase every year to pay for

added investment associated with main replacements?

No. As shown on page 26 of the TRA's order in Docket 97-00982 (attached
Exhibit MDC RB 1) the CAPD's projected rate base for 1998 was $94.6 million.

In this Docket, we project a rate base of around $95 mullion (Exhibit MDC RB 2)

In Docket No 8516-U- Atlanta Gas Light Company Pipe Replacement Program
Staff’s Audit report Consideration of Staff’s Recommendation on the Pipe
Replacement Surcharge for Cost Year-5 See Exhibit MDC GP SC1

CGC witness Mr Morley, Exhibit MIM-3 Schedule 3, in TRA Docket # 04 -
00034

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 13
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for 2005. If the inventory account had not increased from $6.7 million 1n 1998 to
$14.2 mullion in this case, the rate base would have DECLINED by $7 million.
Said another way, depreciation has been reducing rate base (since additions to rate
base have not kept up with depreciation) such that customers have been paying for
a rate base of approximately $94.6 million since the last rate case and if not for a
$7.5 million increase 1n 1nventory, customers would be paying for nonexistent

investments.

Has Chattanooga Gas proven the need to implement a major modification of
regulatory practice eliminating the recovery of, “used and useful” rate base
and substitute an annual flow-through of replacement plant through a
tracking mechanism?

No, CGC has had and continues to have the same ability as other Tennessee
utilities to replace or add plant into rate base and submit to regulatory review
through formal rate filings. CGC has the management responsibility of prudently
operating its’ franchise in a manner meeting the needs of customers, stockholders,
and employees within the safe parameters established by regulatory authority.
Chattanooga Gas has not provided any reasonming for incorporating a rate tracking
mechanism similar to a “troubled” program in Georgia. Additionally, Exhibit
MDC RS 1 clearly 1llustrates that Chattanooga Gas has replaced 75% of 1ts
Unprotected Steel and Cast Iron mains and services since 1990 and the remaining
116.3 miles could be replaced i a timely manner consistent with traditional

recovery through a general rate filing.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 14
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What is NASUCA’s (National Association of State Utility Consumer
Advocates) position regarding “PRP- Like” Infrastructure Replacement
proposals?

My Exhibit MDC N 1 elaborates on NASUCA’s Infrastructure Replacement
Resolution passed by the NASUCA Water Committee in their June, 1999 Mid-
Year Conference. The resolution discourages state regulatory authorities, “from
Adopting Automatic Adjustment Charges for water Company Infrastructure
Costs” similar to the Pipeline Replacement Program proposed by CGC.

Does the Georgia Public Service Commission staff feel the current
replacement program (in year 6 of a 10 year program) should continue or
should it be discontinued and replaced?

The specific value of the PRP Replacement Program as well as suggestions for
modifications to the current program will be discussed by GPSC staff witness Mr.
McGnff.

What is your opinion with respect to the proposed Pipeline Replacement
Program?

In my opinion, the PRP tracking proposal should be discarded in favor of
traditional rate making methodology. My opinion 1s based on the knowledge and
expenence of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff and NASUCA. The
company should be directed to work with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority’s
Gas Pipeline Safety Division in completion of replacement of their Unprotected

Steel and Cast Iron Mains and Services with cost recovery through base rates if

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 15
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Q-26 Mr. Chrysler what schedules are you sponsoring with respect to, “Quality of
Service” Issues in this proceeding?

A-26 1am sponsoring Exhibits MDC QS: MS, CD, CS, SD1, SD2, SD3 to support my
opinions regarding service quality as it relates to the areas of Meter Services,
Construction Department, Customer Service, and Service Department for
Chattanooga Gas since the last rate case and against a baseline. I am also
sponsoring Exhibit MDC CSPR a copy of the State of Pennsylvania’s first annual
report of gas and electric distribution companies regarding required'® summary
reporting on the customer-service performance of the EDCs and the NGDCs using
the statistics collected as a result of the reporting requirements. And finally, T am
submtting Exhibits MDC GA SS1 and SS2 which 1s the approved Georgia Public
Service Commission Order requiring reporting of Service Metrics and the recent
filing by Atlanta Gas Light in complhiance with that Order. The Georgia and
Pennsylvama reports can be an instrument in development of benchmarks in
Tennessee.

Q-27 Why are you sponsoring these Quality of Service benchmarks and
requesting the Tennessee Regulatory Authority to institute a Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking in consideration of statewide benchmarks for Local

The Commussion adopted the final rule making established the Reporting Requirements for
Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards for the NGDC on January 12, 2000
Fulfilling the requirement of 52 Pa Code § 54 156 of the EDC reporting requirements and

52 Pa Code § 62 37 of the NGDC reporting requirements.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 16
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Gas Distribution Companies (LDCs) in Tennessee?

The ability of companies to properly serve customers and the level at which public
service commissions hold their regulated companies cannot be properly measured
without service metrics. Just as the Authority requests financial reporting from
which 1t can determine if the company is over or under earning its allowed rate
return, it needs to regularly review operating Quality of Service benchmarks to
assure customers that they are recerving a desired level of service quality. Clearly
companies have the ability and responsibility to hire and fire employees, but
significant decreases mn employee levels (such as the one exhibited by CGC in
1999) begs the questions regarding how well customers are served following these
sigmficant down sizing. Further, what is to keep companies from continuing to
reduce employees/services 1n the future? What will be the cost to Tennessee
consumers/CGC employees following AGL’s merger with NUI Corporation?
How will regulators know 1f or when the service quality provided by a utility
becomes unacceptable if they don’t have the tools that allows them to monitor

service quality?

In this case, it is my opinion that there are four (4) significant reasons for approving this
call for Quality of Service Benchmark development and analysis: (1.) AGL Resources
monitors 1ts own “Quality of Service” metrics; (2.) Incomplete responses to CAPD data

request #26 suggesting that either historical data was not available or that the specific

metric is not kept by the company; (3.) Reduction in CGC personnel immediately

following 1ts last rate case hinting to a potential reduction of service quality and the very

.



real possibility for further employment reductions i the near future following the rate
review and incorporation of NUI into the AGL umbrella; and (4.) Decisions of other

State Commissions (including the State of Georgia) leading to Notice of Proposed Rule
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Q-28

A-28

Q-29

making of Quality of Service Benchmarks and reporting of such on a regular basis.
Are you sponsoring exhibits regarding staffing levels since the effective date
of Chattanooga Gas’ last rate order?

Yes, Exhibits MDC EL 1(graph) & EL 2 (worksheet) reflects the manpower level
of Chattanooga Gas from 1996 through 2003. The graph also reflects that
following November 1, 1998, the effective date of the previous rate order a serious
reduction in employees from that included 1n the last rate proposal. A reduction n
force for office contact, field service, Construction and metering personnel can
translate to longer waits on the phone regarding inquiries, longer waits for service
turn-ons or meter sets, or estimated meter readings. Longer waits for various
types of service by customers can be a symptom of reduced service quality which
may be measured by certain Quality of Service metrics.

Following a rate approval customers continue to pay the same base rate reflecting
a cenain service level for months and years. Just as the base rates continue month-
to-month, year-to-year, customers have an expectation that service quality should
continue to be at or close to levels expected and enforced by regulatory

authorities. How this determnation is made begins with analysis of service quality
metrics developed thrc;ugh Rulemaking.

Are Quality of Service Metrics new to utilities?

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 18
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A-29 No, since the Pubic Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 major gas and

Q-30

A-30

electric distribution companies began preparing for the then unknown possibility of
a competitive environment. From that time until the current, utilities have been in
the process of making themselves “more competitive” with other utilities.

Strategic Planning departments were established within utilities to establish plans
and objectives to achieve corporate vision of becoming more “competitive.”
Reporting mechanisms were imtiated and metrics were chosen as to determine how
the company was achieving its corporate vision. As companies downsized these
metrics helped management determine how departments were functioning, “report
cards” for management raises, and data for analysis to determine if further
changes 1n resources could be made.

Just as utilities have been doing for years, regulators such as the Georgia Public
Service Commusston (Exhibit MDC GA SS 1) and the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission (Exhibit MDC CSPR) are obliged to keep track of service quality
metrics as it does various accounting reporting exhibits; i.e., TRA 3.01 ’s, 3.03’s,
and 3 05°s.

Does AGL Resources have an ongoing program of measuring “Quality of
Service”?

Yes, just as we described previously, many major utilities focusing on “value” on
the part of their employees also employ‘some form of “quality of service” metrics
in order to determine how well various departments and individuals are performing

based on historical and other benchmarks. AGL Resources performs the same
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analysis and although reported to stockholders and the Georgia PSC Exhibit MDC
GA SS 2, the specifics are not reported to Tennessee regulators or customers.
Q-31 How do you know that to be true?
A-31 In the, “Presentation to AGL Resources Shareholders Annual Shareholder
Meeting” April 16, 2003, Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer Paula
G. Rosput stated on page 6 of her remarks (Exhibit MDC Rosput):

We’ve talked about value a great deal already, but I’l] stress it again
because we stress it every day with our employees. We look to our
employees to ask themselves every single day they’re on the job:
“How can I add value today?” And they do. Our employees are
not afraid to come to management and say, “I think we could do
this better.” That attitude that says, “we’re never quite there,” has
led to remarkable improvements across our business. Consider the
following:

1. Leak response time (dramatically reduced amount of
time 1t takes to respond to emergency leak calls);

2. Appointment attainment percentages (have
increased our on-time percentage significantly);

3. Payment history improvement (SouthStar) have
maintained consistent market share while
aggressively reducing our bad debt expense and
improving our collections process);

4. Hold and handle times at Customer Care Center;
5. Unit cost per new meter;

6. Consistently low VaR calculations; and

7. - How we file our 10-Q’s simultaneous with our-

earnings release and financial statements each
quarter - another example our commitment to the
investment community to provide as much earnings
visibility and transparency as possible.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 20
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Q-32 Are the metrics identified by you the same as those detailed by CEO Rosput?

A-32

Q-33

A-33

No, although the metrics (units of measure) we used and requested responses from
CGC were not necessarily the same as described by chairperson Rosput, they are
the same ones requested and provided by Nashville Gas last year (2003) in docket
03-00313 and were provided in Exhibit MDC-5 as provided in response to Data
Request #8 by Nashville Gas. Areas discussed are, “Customer Service,” “Service
Department,” “Construction Department,” and “Meter Services.”

Did AGL Resources recently win the Platt’s “Gas Company Of The Year”
reward for exemplary customer service?

As we follow various characterizations of the meaning of this award and on what

basis 1t was received we thought it meaningful to contact Platt’s to set the record
straight regarding the metrics involved 1n the selection process, J udging Criteria,
and “Finalists.”  Exhibit MDC PL, pages 1-7 as provided by Mr. James Keener of

the Platt’s Press Office in response to email inquiry (also attached).

From Platts: (Exhibit MDC PL, p.7)

[

‘Gas Company of the Year™:

The natural gas world includes exploration, drilling, production, gathering,
processing liquefaction, storage, transportation, distribution, and retail delivery.
Key issues include the merits of embracing innovative technologies in the search
for new sources of supply, investing in infrastructure to minimize volatility,
adopting new and innovative storage technologies, and employing new

technologies to improve transport, processing, and production. In this category,

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 21
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Q-34

A-34

the judges focused on overall performance rather than on a specific corporate
activity. Whether the finalist was engaged 1n exploration, production, processing,
transportation, storage, or distribution was less important than the level of
excellence achieved.
Judging Criteria:
Sound technology
Shareholder value
Unparalleled performance
Finalists:

AGL Resources
Kern River Gas Transmission Co.
KeySpan Energy Delivery

Nominations: (Exhibit MDC PL, page 5)
Nominations may be submitted either directly from a company, from an involved
individual, or from a third party. In each case, the nomination must be submitted
on the official “Global Energy Awards Entry Form” available at
www globalenergyawards com. Once you have filled out the official form, please

send one (1) paper copy, along with your supporting matenals, to...

What are your conclusions regarding the statements made regarding the
award?

Based on the limited information received from our inquiry from the Platts Press

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 22
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Q-35

A-35

Q-36

A-36

Office, it would appear that the Company nominated itself for an award based on,
“Sound technology,” “Shareholder value,” “Unparalleled performance,” and not

“Quality of Service” in competition against companies unmeaningful for most

Chattanooga Gas customers. It 1s much more likely that the award may be much

more beneficial to the Board of Directors, Stockholders, and Senior Management than

for consumers.

What are your recommendations regarding Quality of Service reporting?

We have very serious questions regarding the quality of service being provided to
Chattanooga Gas customers (now and especially 1n the future) and find 1t ironic that
while AGL measures its; employees to determine value (and shares that with
shareholders) it does not report service quality to Tennessee consumers. Additionally
AGL has been ordered to report on service quality with the Georgia PSC it does not
report the same metrics for the, “Tennessee division”. The service quality metrics
would provide a foundation for future analysis and development should a further
proceeding be implemented.

What is the position of the Consumer Advocate and Protection Division with
respect to Service Quality issues of Chattanooga Gas Company?

We would request that the Tennessee regulatory Authority seriously consider the need
for service quality reporting as we have presented and exhibited by a company
seriously reducing employee levels 1n the past, a company 1n merger/take over
proceeding with NUI, a company internally keeping track of service metrics internally

and for the State of Georgia, and open an immediate Rule making Proceeding similar

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 23



with that mitiated by Georgia PSC and the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
to assure all Tennessee gas consumers that their local gas distribution service provider
(LDC) is and will continue to provide consistent quality of service based on metrics
as determined 1n the proceeding.

Q-37 Does this conclude your testimony?

A-37 Yes, it does.

CAPD Witness Chrysler - Direct Docket 04-00034 24



BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
AT NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE
IN RE: APPLICATION OF NASHVILLE GAS COMPANY, A DIVISION OF AGL
RESOURCES, FOR AN ADJUSTMENT OF ITS RATES AND CHARGES, THE
APPROVAL OF REVISED TARIFFS AND THE APPROVAL OF REVISED SERVICE
REGULATIONS

DOCKET NO. 03-00313

AFFIDAVIT

I, Michael D. Chrysler, Regulatory Analyst, for the Consumer Advocate Division of the
‘ Attorney General’s Office, hereby certify that the attached Direct Testimony represents my opinion

in the above-referenced case and the opinion of the Consumer Advocate Division.

MICHAEL D. CHRYSLER

Sworn t?fnd subscribed before me
this I day of ;%! E ~—» 2004.
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Payroli Increase-
CGC Chart of Total Employees 1996 - 2003
CGC Detall Worksheet of Employees by Department 1996 - 2003
Response by CGC to CAPD Manpower Data Request #5 in Docket 03-00209

Pipeline Replacement Program
Order On AGL 8516-U "Finding of Fact And Conclusions of Law"
Annual Reports to TRA Gas Pipeline Safety 1990, 2000, 2003
Main Replacement Schedule - Chattanocga Gas Company (Worksheet)
Main Replacement Schedule - Chattanocoga Gas Company (Graph)
Main Replacement Schedule - ATMOS Energy Company (Worksheet)
Main Replacement Schedule - ATMOS Energy Company (Graph)
Main Replacement Schedule - Nashville Gas Company (Workéheet)
Main Replacement Schedule - Nashville Gas Company (Graph)
Summary of Miles of Main by Year 1990, 2000, 2003 - CGC
Summary of Miles of Services by Year 1990, 2000, 2003 - CGC
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Executive Summary, 8516-U, Staff's Audit Report
NASUCA - 1999 Resolution - Discouraging Commissions from Adopting
Automatic Adjustment Charges for Water Company Infrastructure Costs
Rate Base Comparisons, Chattanooga Gas Co , Docket #04-00034
Rate Base Comparisons, Chattanooga Gas Co, Docket #97-

Quality of Service Issues

Georgia PSC Order in Docket 15295-U Adopting Service Standard Rules
AGL Filing of data related to GA PSC Service Standards, 5/01/04
2002 Customer Service Performance Report - Pennsylvania PUC
Speech to AGL Shareholders Meeting P G Rosput, 4/16/03
Platts - 2003 Gas Company f the Year

Quality of Service Analysis - Meter Services

Quality of Service Analysis - Construction Department

Quality of Service Analysis - Customer Service

Quality of Service Analysis - Service Department - 2001

Quality of Service Analysis - Service Department - 2002

Quality of Service Analysis - Service Department - 2003
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Job Title

Officel Administrative
Administrative Assistant 1
President, Chattancoga Gas
Rep, Firm Industniat
Rep Major Accounts
Rep, Residential
Rep, New Business
Inactive Employee
Manager, Chattanocoga
Manager, Cleveland
Manager, General
Manager, Marketing Rates
Vice Presient, CGC Opins
Office Assistant |
Office Assistant I

Total Admin

Meter Reader
Meter Reading, Supervisor
Meter Reading

Service
Credit & Coliections tAGL} ***

Supervisor, Operations

Supervisor, Distributions

Distribution Operator (1)
Dist Press Ctrl Operator
Field Service Rep A

Field Service Rep B

Field Service Rep C

Total Service

Construction

Operations Clerk
Stores Clerk |
Stores Clerk Il
Supervisor, New Construction
Coordinator, Construction
Crew Member |
Crew Member Il
Crew Member Il
Foreman Crew
Foremen, Pressure Contro!
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic B
Field Meter Mechanic C
Welder

Total Construction

Superntendent, LNG Plant
Supervisor, LNG
Supervisor Service
Technician LNG
LNG Plant Operator

Total LNG

Office Administrative
Meter Reading

Total Service

Total Construction

Total LNG

Subtotal

Credit &‘Cf:llect'o_rvi (Allo_,: )"u

*** = Allocated to Chattancoga
Customers

Residential
Commercial
industnal
Other

Total

Data Sources

Summary of Employee Levels By Title/Function
Customer Data - Chattanooga Gas Company
Comparison 8y Year Through August 2003

Pt

Docket No 04-00034

1
,I Chattanooga Gas Company

:Total Employees™ .. -

4thQtr '96  4thQtr '97  4th Qtr '98 4th Qtr ‘99 4th Qtr ‘00 4thQtr 01 4th Qtr '02  8/21/2003
1 1 1 - - -
1 1 1 1 -
1 -
1 1 1 1 1
1 -
1 1
1 1 - - -
1 1 - - - 1 1 1
1 1 1 - -
1 -
1 1 1 1
1
4 4 4 4 -
3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4
12 12 10 13 6 7 8 8
4 7 9 7 4 4 4 10
1 1 1 - -
5 8 10 7 4 4 4 10
8 1" 7 7 9 8 12 10
1 1 1 1 -
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 5 3 5 5 6 6
2 -2
20 20 18 18 13 13 12 1
1 1 1 1 - -
1 1 1 1 - -
29 29 25 28 19 19 21 20
1 1 1 1 -
1 1 1 1 -
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 -
6 6 6 6 3 4
2 2 2 - - - 1
4 4 4 4 - 1 1
7 7 3 6 5 3 3 3
6 6 -] 6 4 4 4 4
1 1 1 1 -
3 3 6 3 3 3
1 1
1 1 3 1 -
2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
36 37 19 17 9 10
1
- 1 1 1
1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
1
3 3 3 4
1 1 2 2 5 5 5 7
12
5
29
36
1
83
8
91

48,421 47,583 48,260
7,862 7,727 7,847
354 89 72
654 5 7

57 291 55,404 56,186

* CGC Response To CAD Data Request No 5 03-00209

Exhibt MDC EL 2
04 - 00034



i

| EXHIBIT MDC:BR 3

@

.‘,{“

Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Issued July 28, 2003

Discovery Request No. 5.

Provide the number of employees detailed by job function charged to credit and
collections, meter reading, customer service, call center or other customer contact
positions (list by month and from the beginning of the attrition year in the company’s
latest rate proceeding through the latest month for which this information is currently
available). List by job title, by month and by year.

Response:

Chattanooga Gas Company objects to this request on the basis that it is overly broad and
unduly burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objection to this
request, the Company is providing the follow:

Viriually all employees of Chattanooga Gas Company are involved in customer contract
in some manner, As a result, the Company is providing a list of employees by title for
each quarter beginning September 1996 through July 2003. (Attachment A)

In addition, Call Center employees located in Georgia deal directly with Chattanooga
Gas Company customers. Among other tasks these employees obtain the necessary
information to establish customer accounts, determine deposit requirements, arrange
budget billing Programs, arrange payment plans, and deal with assistance agencies such
as LIHEAP, etc. These employees are not specifically designated to work for an
individual company but provide service to Chattanooga Gas Company, Atlanta Gas Li ght
Company, and Virginia Natura] Gas Company customers. In responding to this request

8-22-03




Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attomey General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request Item No. 5 Attachemnt B. ¥

Calculated CGC Headcount
1996 . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Jan 8 10 7 9 11 10 16
Feb 8 11 7 10 13 10 . 17
Mar 8 8 7 9 12 11 16
Apr 8 9 8 9 11 11 14
May 8 9 8 9 10 10 12
Jun 8 9 8 9 8 10 10
Jul 8 9 7 9 7 9
Aug 9 8 6 9 7 9

Sep 9 8 8 9 9 9

Oct 8 9 7 8 10 10 10
Nov 8 10 7 7 9 8 10

Dec 8 11 7 7 9 8 12

B Bllocoked Colf O oo ntprlogess




Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209 .
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request Item 5 Attachment A

8/21/2003

Count of 12168
Coordinator,Office Assistant Total
Assistant I, Office 4
Foreman,Crew
Manager,Chattancoga
Member [,Crew
Member Il (1),Crew
Member Il (1),Crew
Member Hi (2),Crew
Operator (1),Distribution
Operator,Dist Press Ctrl
Operator,LNG Plant
Reader,Meter
Rep A,Field Service
Rep,Major Accounts
Rep,New Business
Superintendent, LNG Plant
Supervisor,Distribution
Supervisor,Service
Technician,LNG
VP,CGC Operations
Welder

blank)
Grand Total
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Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request ltem 5 Attachment A
Quarter
4th 02

Count of 12168
Coordinator,Office Assistant Total
Assistant Il, Office

Field Service Rep A
Foreman,Crew
|Manager,Chattanooga
Manager,Marketing/Rates
Member ] (1),Crew
Member Il (1),Crew
Member il (2),Crew
Operator (1), Distribution
Operator,Dist Press Ctri
Operator,LNG Plant
Reader,Meter

Rep A,Field Service 1
Rep,Major Accounts
Rep,New Business
Superintendent,LNG Plant
Supervisor,Distribution
Supervisor,Service
Welder

{(blank)

Grand Total 47
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Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209 ,
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attomey General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request ltem 5 Attachment A
Quarter
4th 01

Count of 12168
Coordinator,Office Assistant Total

Coordinator,Construction
Crew Member 111(1)
Crew Member 1ii(2)
Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic B
Field Service Rep A
Foreman,Crew
LNG Plant Operator
Manager,Chattanooga
Manager,Marketing/Rates
Meter Reader

Office Assistant ||
Rep,Major Accounts
Supervisor,Distribution
Supervisor,LNG Plant
Supervisor,Service
Welder

blank)

-
M—l—‘—\—l-h-h—\—\w-hw—\w(ﬂ—*'\’h
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Chattanocoga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request Item 5 Attachment A
Quarter
4th 00

Count of 11041
Coordinator,Construction Total
Coordinator,Construction
Crew Member lil(1)

Crew Member 111(2)
Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic B
Field Service Rep A
Foreman,Crew

LNG Plant Operator
Manager,Marketing/Rates
Meter Reader

Office Assistant Il
Rep,Major Accounts
Stores Clerk il
Supervisor, Distribution
Supervisor,LNG Plant
Supervisor,Service
Welder

blank)

iy
N.;_;_;_;_;.p.;._;w.pwgwcnwww

Grand Total
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Chattancoga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request Item 5 Attachment A
Quarter
4th 99

Count of 11824
Administrative Assistant | Total
Coordinator,Construction
Crew Member li(1)
Crew Member 11i(1)
Crew Member I11(2)
Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic C
Field Service Rep A

Field Service Rep B

Field Service Rep C
Foreman,Crew
Foreman,Pressure Control
Manager,General
Manager,Marketing/Rates
Meter Reader
Office Assistant |
Office Assistant I
Operations Clerk
President,Chattancoga Gas
Rep,Firm Industrial
Rep,Major Accounts
Rep,Residential

Stores Clerk |
Stores Clerk Il
Supervisor,Distribution
Suberwsor,New Construction
Supervisor,Operations
Supervisor,Service
Welder

blank)
Grand Total
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-Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request Item 5 Attachment A
Quarter. :
4th 98

Count of 11824
Administrative Assistant | Total
Coordinator,Construction 6
Crew Member | 2
Crew Member li(1) 4
Crew Member 1li(1) 3
Crew Member 11i(2) 3

6
3
1
8

Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic C
Field Service Rep A 1
Field Service Rep B 1
Field Service Rep C 1
Foreman,Crew 6
Foreman,Pressure Control 1
Manager,Cleveland 1
Meter Reader 9
Office Assistant | 4
Office Assistant I 3
Operations Clerk 1
President,Chattanooga Gas 1
Stores Clerk | 1
Stores Clerk i 1
Supervisor,Distribution 1
Supervisor,Meter Reading 1
Supervisor,New Construction 1
Supervisor,Operations 1
Supervisor,Service 2
Welder 2

(blank)
Grand Total 84




Chattanooga Gas Company
Docket 03-00209
Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the Office of The Attorney General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request ltem 5 Attachment A
Quarter.
4th 97

Count of 11824
Administrative Assistant | Total
Coordinator,Construction
Crew Member |

Crew Member 1i(1)

Crew Member I1i(1)
Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A

Freld Meter Mechanic C
Field Service Rep A

Field Service Rep B

Field Service Rep C
Foreman,Crew
Foreman,Pressure Control
Inactive Employee

Manager, Chattanooga
Manager,Cleveland

Meter Reader

Office Assistant |

Office Assistant I

Office Assistant Il
Operations Clerk
Presndent,Chattanooga Gas
Stores Clerk |

Stores Clerk Il
Supervisor,Distribution
Supervisor,Meter Reading
Supervisor,New Construction
Supervisor,Operations
Supervisor,Service

Welder

(blank)

Grand Total 86

O=2wWuoNAND

NA-\_L-—L_{—\_\_L—L—-LQ}.L\]—L—L—!—!O)—\—AN




4-96

Chattanooga Gas Company

Docket 03-00209

Consumer Advocate and Protection Division of the, Office of The Attomey General
Discovery Request Docket Issued July 28,2003
Discovery Request ltem 5 Attachment A

Count of ID

Descr Total

Administrative Assistant |
Coordinator,Construction
Crew Member |

Crew Member li(1)

Crew Member Ili(1)
Distribution Operator(1)
Field Meter Mechanic A
Field Meter Mechanic C
Field Service Rep A

Field Service Rep B

Field Service Rep C
Foreman,Crew
Foreman,Pressure Control
Inactive Employee
Manager,Chattanocoga
Manager,Cleveland

Meter Reader

Office Assistant !

Office Assistant |1
Operations Clerk
President,Chattanooga Gas
Stores Clerk |

Stores Clerk |l
Supervisor,Distribution
Supervisor,Meter Reading
Supervisor,New Construction
Supervisor,Operations
Supervisor,Service
Welder

{blank)

Grand Total

Quarter.

4th 96
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'~ EXHIBIT MDC GP PRP 1

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
STATE OF GEORGIA

DOCKET NO. 8516-U
INRE: ATLANTA GAS LIGHT COMPANY PIPE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM
ORDER ON ATLANTA GAS LIGHT
COMPANY’S PETITION FOR A DECLARATORY RULING

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

On January 6, 1998, the Georgia Public Service Commission ("‘Commlssmn”) 1ssued a Rule Nisi
against Atlanta Gas Light Company (“AGLC” or “Company”) In that Rule Nisi, it was alleged
that various violations had occurred 1n the operation of the Company’s pipeline system On June
11, 1998, the Adversary Staff of the Commission and the Company filed a proposed stipulation
n this matter and a hearing on the ments of the stipulation was held before the Commuission on
July 8, 1998  The terms of this stipulation include a provision authonizing AGLC to recover
over a ten year period through a pipe replacement rider (rider) those costs mcurred to replace the
portions of 1ts pipeline system that were corroded and/or leaking Additionally, the stipulation
provided that Staff audit the expenses incurred by the Company in complymg with the terms of
the stipulation On September 3, 1998, an order was entered by the Commussion accepting the
/ stipulation.

R e v
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peline Rep‘l“a%emgnti program, {GaszStas
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,_e,ireplacement—igdqnf_ Many of these
SR AR e e
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thgﬁpg,gg@l?%‘;ﬂ?}f R pressure umprovement agreement
between AGLC and Southern Natural Gas (SNG) and capital expenditures for new rights-of-
way  Staff further discovered that the new nights-of-way were not be used for the pipe

replacement program

During 1ts 2003 Sec

T AR T SRR T
foundzSeveralse

GGl
2 LS gERE KR T CPRPTEER S A et ahe

expenses were related
discovered=that: thes
L R s s a2 255

As a result of Staff’s investigation, Staff met with the Company and requested more information
regarding these costs In response, the Company recommended three options to consider for
replacing the East Point Line

Docket No 8516-U
Page 1 of 4
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NOTICE This report Is required by 43 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation  Form Approved

for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522

U!.S Department of T . ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 INITIAL REPORT ~ X
epartment of Transportation - -

Research and Special Programs GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

Administration

1 NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT

3 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

Chattanooga Gas Company (WhenKnown) [ Q0 /2 | 2 | 8] 9 |
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 4 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED
2207 Olan Mills Drive SAME
Number and Street . Number and Street
Chattanooga, Hamilton
City and County City and County
Tennessee 37421
State and Zip Code State and Zip Code

S5 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES Tennessee

] Report miles of main and number of services in system at end of year

“PART:B *SYSTEM DESCRIPTION #7.~
1 _GENERAL

STEEL

UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC WROUGHT IRON COPPER OTHER OTHER

IRON
BARE COATED BARE COATED

MILES OF MAIN 57r 605~ | 782 38 a

NO OF SERVICES 1,028 N 15,553 ] 47,977

2 MILES OF MAINS IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 1,482

MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" OR LESS OVER 2" OVER 4 OVER 8" OVER 12"
THRU 4" THRU 8" THRU 12°

STEEL 200 229 188 34 11

DUCTILE IRON

COPPER

CAST WROUGHT 2 13 21 1 1
IRON

PLASTIC
1_PVC

2 PE 651 116 15

3 ABS

OTHER

OTHER

SYSTEM TOTALS 853 358 224 35 12

3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 64,558 AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH 109 FEET

MATERIAL UNKNOWN 1" OR LESS OVER 1" OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8"
THRU 2" THRU 4" THRU 8"

STEEL 12,909 3,532 120 20

DUCTILE IRON

COPPER

CAST WROUGHT
IRON

PLASTIC
1 _PVC

2 PE 43,334 ~ 14617 25 1

3 ABS

OTHER

OTHER

SYSTEM TOTALS 56,243 8,149 145 21

Form RSPA F 7100 1-1 (11-85)
(Supersedes DOT F 7100 1-1)

Reproduction of this form is permitted.
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Notice This report 1s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation Form Approved

for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shail not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522
(of ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 AL RerorT X

U S Department of Transpartation a

Rossar o Spon paportal GAS TRANSMISSION & GATHERING SYSTEMS g ppi emenraL report L]

Administration

INSTRUCTIONS 1]

Important: Please read the separate instructions for completing this form before you begin  They clanfy the information
requested and provide specific examples If you do not have a copy of the instructions, you can obtain one from
the Office of Pipeline Safety Web Page at http-//ops.dot gov

PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION LDOT USE ONLY I | | | l | | l
1 NAME AND COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 4 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
2. LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 5 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS. IF DIFFERENT
MAY BE OBTAINED SAME
2207 Olan Mills Drive
Number & Street Number & Street
Chattanooga, Hamilton
City & County City & County
Tennessee 37421
State & Zip Code State & Zip Code

3 STATE IN WHICH SYSTEMOPERATES / T/ N [(provide a separate report for each state in which system operates)

PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION l Report miles of pipeline in system at end of year
1 GENERAL - MILES OF PIPELINE IN THE SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR THAT ARE JURISDICTIONAL TO OPS

STEEL

CATHODICALLY CAST IRON
PROTECTED UNPROTECTED WROUGHT IRON PIPE PLASTIC PIPE OTHER PIPE

BARE COATED BARE COATED

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE 6.5

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 0 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 MILES OF PIPE BY NOMINAL SIZE

4" OR OVER 4" OVER 10" OVER 20" OVER

UNKNOWN LESS THRU 10” THRU 20" THRU 28" 28

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE 0 65 0

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 0 0 0 6.5 0 0

3 MILES OF PIPE BY DECADE OF INSTALLATION

UN- PRE- 1940- 1950- 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- 2000-

KNOWN 1940 1949 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 TOTAL

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE 65 6.5

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 0 65

4 MILES OF PIPE BY CLASS LOCATION

CLASS 1 CLASS 2 CLASS 3 CLASS 4 TOTAL

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE 3 3.5 0 0 6.5

OFFSHORE A A A

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE A A A

SYSTEM TOTALS 3 35 0 0 65—~ —

Form RSPA F 7100 2-1 ( 01-2002 ) Continue on Reverse Side
-6 -



NOTICE Ths report is required by 48 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation  Form Approved
for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200.000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522

)
gooiepamm o Trarsporaton ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2000 NTAL RepoRT X
Rasearch and Special Programs GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT D
Admunistration
1 NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 3 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Chattanooga Gas Company (WhenKnown) / 0/ 2/2/81/81
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 4 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED
6125 Preservation Drive Same -
Number and Slree( Number and Street
Chattanooga, Hamiiton
City and County City and County
Tennessee, 37415
State and Zip Code State and Zip Code
5 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES Tennessee
’ 'SYST_EM _QESCBIPTIGN T Report miles of main and number of services in system at end of year
1 GENERAL
STEEL
UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC | WROUGHT IRON | COPPER | OTHER | OTHER
BARE COATED BARE COATED
MILES OF MAIN 94 605 711 22
NO OF SERVICES 1,269 »w 16,059~ 44 854w N
2 MILES OF MAINS IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 1,432
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" OR LESS OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8" OVER 12"
THRU 4" THRU 8" THRU 12"
STEEL 218 241 192 37 11
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT 5 16 1
IRON ’
PLASTIC
1 PVC )
2 PE 588 108 15
3 ABS
OTHER
QTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 806 354 223 37 12
3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 62,182 AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH 109 FEET
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 1" OR LESS OVER 1" OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8"
THRU 2" THRU 4" THRU 8"
STEEL 12,980 4,203 124 21
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROQUGHT “ o
IRON
PLASTIC
1 PVC
2 PE 40,622 4,212 19 1
3 ABS
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 53,602 8,415 143 22

Form RSPA F 7100 1-1 ( 11-85)
(Supersedes DOT F 7100 1-1) )



NOTICE This report 1s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Falure to report can resultin a cvil penaity not to exceed $1,000 for each violation  Form Approved

for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522
UCSVD o ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 INITIAL REPORT [
et Pragms GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT (]
Administration
PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION J I DOT USE ONLY | ‘ I l I | l I
1 NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 3 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Atmos Energy Corporation (WhenKnown) (2 /[ 0 [ 2 11 11 1
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 4 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED
810 Crescent Centre Drive, Suite 600 Same
Number and Street Number atrd Street
Frankhin, Willlamson
City and County City and County
Tennessee, 37067-6226
State and Zip Code State and Zip Code

5 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES TENNESSEE

PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION J Report miles of main and number of services In system at end of year
1 GENERAL
STEEL
UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC ""R.SS,S’“T IRON COPPER OTHER OTHER
BARE COATED BARE COATED
MILES OF MAIN 113 837 1,964N
NO OF SERVICES 2,028 + 153, 15678~ | 106,213 ¢
T gl e
2 MILES OF MAINS IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" OR LESS OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8" OVER 12"
THRU 4" THRU 8" THRU 12"
STEEL 538 260 152
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT
IRON
PLASTIC
1 _PVC
2 PE 1,564 376 24
3 ABS
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 2.102 636 176
e
3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH 75 FEET
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 1" OR LESS OVER 1" OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8"
THRU 2" THRU 4" THRU 8"
STEEL 13,451 4,368 33 7
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT
IRON
PLASTIC
1 PVC -
2 PE 105,009 1,177 24 3
3 ABS
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 118,460 5,545 57 10




-

Notice This report I1s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation Form Approved
fer each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522

)
U(g —_— ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 imaL reporT [¥
Research and Special Programs GAS TRANSMISSION & GATHERING SYSTEMS  suppLEMENTAL REPORT [J

Administration

~INSTRUCTIONS - ; |

Important: Please read the separate instructions for completing this form before you begin They clanfy the information
requested and provide specific examples If you do not have a copy of the instructions, you can obtain one from

the Office of Pipeline Safety Web Page at http //ops dot gov

PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION I ’ [DOT USE ONLY | J l l [ l | |
1 NAME AND COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 4 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Atmos Enerqgy Corporation (WhenKnown) [2 /Q / 2 [ 1 /1 [

2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 5 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
MAY BE OBTAINED - )
810 Crescent Centre Drive, Suite 600

Number & Street Number & Street
Franklin_Wilhamson

City & County City & County
Tennessee, 37067-6226

State & Zip Code State & Zip Code

3 STATE IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES TENNESSEE (provide a separate report for each state in which system operates)

PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION I Report miles of pipeline in system at end of year

1 GENERAL - MILES OF PIPELINE IN THE SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR THAT ARE JURISDICTIONAL TO OPS

STEEL

CATHODICALLY CAST IRON
PROTECTED UNPROTECTED WROUGHT IRON PIPE PLASTIC PIPE OTHER PIPE

BARE COATED BARE COATED

TRANSMISSION 69
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 69

2 MILES OF PIPE BY NOMINAL SIZE

4" OR OVER & OVER 10° OVER 20" OVER
UNKNOWN LESS THRU 10" THRU 20 THRU 28" 28"

TRANSMISSION 4 40 25
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 4 40 25

3 MILES OF PIPE BY DECADE OF INSTALLATION

UNKNOWN PRE- 1940- 1950- 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- 2000- TOTAL
1940 1949 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009

TRANSMISSION 4 7 15 43 69
ONSHORE '

OFFSHORE

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE

SYSTEM TOTALS 4 7 15 43 69

4 MILES OF PIPE BY CLASS LOCATION

CLASS 1 CLASS 2 CLASS 3 CLASS 4 TOTAL

TRANSMISSION 15 21 33 69
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE A . A

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE A A A

SYSTEM TOTALS 15 | 21 33 [ 69

Form RSPA F 7100 2-1 (12/03) Continue on Next Page
Reproduction of this form is permitted.

-9.



'
'

NOTICE This report 1s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation
for each day that such violatien persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678

Form Approved
OMB No 2137-0522

@ artment of Transoortat ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2000 INITIAL REPORT [
ent of Tran -
Ressarch and Special Programms GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT (]
Adrministration
1 _NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 3 OPERAT! IGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
United Cities Gas Company (WhenKnown) /12 / O I 2 /11 11 4
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 4 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED
810 Crescent Centre Drive, Suite 600 Same
Number and Street Number and Street
Frankiin, Williamson
City and County City and County
Tennessee, 37067-6226
State and Zip Code State and Zip Code
5 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES _  TENNESSEE
Report miles of mamn and number of services in system at end of year.
STEEL
UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC Wnggﬁ“T IRON COPPER OTHER OTHER
BARE COATED BARE COATED ~
MILES OF MAIN 90 825 w 1,820 N
NO OF SERVICES 2,111 A 153 16,059 97,732 N
2 MILES OF MAINS IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" ORLESS OVER 2" OVER 4" QVER 8" OVER 12"
THRU 4" THRU 8" THRU 12"
STEEL 528 241 146
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT
IRON
PLASTIC
1 PVC
2 PE 1,449 348 23
3 ABS
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 1,977 589 169
3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH 75 " FEET
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 1" OR LESS OVER 1" OVER 2" OVER 4" OVER 8"
THRU 2" THRU 4" THRU 8"
STEEL 13,821 4,461 34 7
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT
IRON a_a
PLASTIC
1 PVC
2 PE 96,645 1,061 23 3
3 ABS
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 110,466 5,522 57 10

(Supersedes DOT F 7100 1-1)

-10 -



NOTICE Thus report s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation ~ Form Approved
for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200.000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-00522

Q

ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 qlppieseniot i

US Department of Tran ation SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
pariment ef Transpor GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM a
Research and Special ProgramsAdministration
PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION - - i DOTUSEONLY [ 1 [0 O 0O OO O g
1 NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 4 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Nashwille Gas Company (WhenKnown) / 1/ 3/ 01/ 4/ 1/
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 5 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED DIFFERENT '
665 Mainstream Dr
Number and Street Number and Street
Nashville Davidson
City and Country City and Country
TN 37228 -
State Zip Code State Zip Code
3 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES Tennessee
PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION . | Report miles of main and number of services in system at end of year
1 GENERAL
STEEL
UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ | DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC WROUGHT IRON COPPER | OTHER | OTHER
BARE COATED BARE COATED
MILES OF MAIN 0 0 0 2050 » T47 & 10 »~ 0 0 0 Q
NO OF SERVICES 5029 " 0 0 101516 | 49892~ 0~ 0 0 0 0
2 MILES OF MAIN IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 2807
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" OR LESS OVER2"THRU | OVER4"THRU | OVER 8" THRU OVER 12"
4" 8" 12"
STEEL 0 1469 386 153 35 7
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT 0 6 4
IRON
PLASTIC
1_PVC
2 PE 640 91 16
3 ABS
QTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 0 2109 477 175 39 7
3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 156,437 AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH) 100 FEET
MATERIAL UNKNOWN 1" OR LESS OVER 1" THRU OVER 2" OVER 4" THRU OVER 8"
2" THRU 4" 8"
STEEL 0 91357 14821 346 18 3
DUCTILE IRON 0 0 0 0 0 0
COPPER 0 1] 0 Q 0 0
CAST WROQUGHT 0 0 0 0 0 o]
IRON
PLASTIC
1 _PVC 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 PE 0 48035 1837 19 1 0
3 ABS 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
SYSTEM TOTALS 0 139392 16658 365 19 3

Form RSPA F 7100 1-1 (11-85)
(Supersedes DOT F 7100 1-1)

a =

Reproduction of this form is permitted




Notice This report 1s required by 49 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result In a civil penalty not to exceed $1,000 for each violation Form Approved

for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 49 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-0522
UCSUD ent o Tramsoorta ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 INITIAL REPORT X
Research and Special Pragrams GAS TRANSMISSION & GATHERING SYSTEMS  SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT LI
Admimistration

CINSTRUCTIONS 5757

Important: Please read the separate instructions for completing this form before you begin  They clanfy the information
requested and provide specific examples If you do not have a copy of the instructions, you can obtain one from
the Office of Pipeline Safety Web Page at http//ops dot.gov

PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION | I DOT USE ONLY | | l I I I I I
1 NAME AND COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 4 OPERATOR'S 5 DIG!T IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Nashville Gas Company (WhenKnown) | 1/ 3 / 0 [/ 4 | 1

2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 5 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF DIFFERENT
MAY BE OBTAINED

665 Mainstream Dr

Number & Street Number & Street
Nashville Davidson

City & County City & County
Tennessee 37228

State & Zip Code State & Zip Code

3 STATE IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES / TN / I (provide a separate report for each state in which system operates)

PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION ] Report miles of pipeline in system at end of year

1 GENERAL - MILES OF PIPELINE IN THE SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR THAT ARE JURISDICTIONAL TO OPS

STEEL

CATHODICALLY CAST IRON
PROTECTED UNPROTECTED WROUGHT IRON PIPE PLASTIC PIPE OTHER PIPE

BARE COATED BARE COATED

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE

" OFFSHORE &

GATHERING
ONSHORE

~OFFSHORE - &

SYSTEM TOTALS

2 MILES OF PIPE BY NOMINAL SIZE

& OR OVER & OVER 10" OVER 20" OVER
UNKNOWN LESS THRU 10" THRU 20" THRU 28° 28"

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE

4

‘OFFSHORE &

GATHERING
ONSHORE

"OFFSHORE . |~ ;= "t

SYSTEM TOTALS

3 MILES OF PIPE BY DECADE OF INSTALLATION

UN- PRE- 1940- 1950- 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- 2000- TOTAL
KNOWN 1940 1949 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009

TRANSMISSION

ONSHORE 14 35 14 9
3 OFFSHORE »&:. .7 %8 fion 1 HE e

GATHERING
ONSHORE

OFFSHORE [N R S PR

SYSTEM TOTALS 14 35 14 9 3 6 0 81

4 MILES OF PIPE BY CLASS LOCATION

CLASS 1 CLASS 2 CLASS 3 CLASS 4 TOTAL

TRANSMISSION
ONSHORE 29 51 1 81

"OFFSHORE - | o7 & o, =, s A A ;

GATHERING
ONSHORE

"OFFSHORE ;" . | 7~ 8, i 7.~ A ! A R G

SYSTEM TOTALS 29 51 1 (81

Form RSPA F 7100 2-1 ( 01-2002 ) Continue.on Reverse.Side
Reproduction of this form is permitted.

-12-



/

NOTICE This report s required by 48 CFR Part 191 Failure to report can result in a civil penalty not to exceed $1.000 for each violation  Form Approved

for each day that such violation persists except that the maximum civil penalty shall not exceed $200,000 as provided in 43 USC 1678 OMB No 2137-00522
2
@ ANNUAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2000 SUDPLA AL B oRT
U S Department of Transportation
GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM a
Research and Special ProgramsAdministration
PART A - OPERATOR INFORMATION J rDOT USEONLY O O OO O 0Ogoag
1 NAME OF COMPANY OR ESTABLISHMENT 4 OPERATOR'S 5 DIGIT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
Nashville Gas Company (WhenKnown) /1 /7 37 01/ 41/ 1/
2 LOCATION OF OFFICE WHERE ADDITIONAL 5 HEADQUARTERS NAME & ADDRESS, IF
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED DIFFERENT
665 Mainstream Dr
Number and Street Number and Street
Nashville Davidson
City and County City and Country
TN 37228 -
State Zip Code State Zip Code
3 STATES IN WHICH SYSTEM OPERATES Tennessee
PART B - SYSTEM DESCRIPTION | Report miles of main and number of services in system at end of year
1 GENERAL
STEEL
UNPROTECTED CATHODICALLY CAST/ | DUCTILE
PROTECTED PLASTIC | "o IRON COPPER | OTHER | OTHER
BARE COATED BARE COATED
MILES OF MAIN 0 0 0 2,012 580 67T A [ O 0 0 0
NO OF SERVICES 7,953 0 0 99,581 37,564 0 1} 0 0 0

2 MILES OF MAIN IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 2,659

MATERIAL UNKNOWN 2" OR LESS OVER 2" THRU OVER 4" THRU OVER 8" THRU OVER 12"
4" 8" 12"

STEEL 1450 379 144 33 6
DUCTILE IRON
COPPER
CAST WROUGHT 41 21 5
IRON
PLASTIC

1 PVC

2 PE 498 68 14

3 ABS -
OTHER
OTHER
SYSTEM TOTALS 0 1948 488 179 38 6
3 NUMBER OF SERVICES IN SYSTEM AT END OF YEAR 145,098 AVERAGE SERVICES LENGTH 100 FEET

MATERIAL UNKNOWN T ORLESS | OVER 1" THRU OVERZ | OVER 4" THRU OVER &
2" THRU 4" 8"

STEEL 0 88241 18911 357 22 3
DUCTILE IRON Q G G 0 0 ]
COPPER 0 [ 0 0 0 0
CAST WROUGHT 0 0 0 0 [ 0
IRON
PLASTIC

1 PVC 0 0 [} 0 0 0

2 PE [1] 35872 1678 14 1) 0

3 ABS Q 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 [+]
SYSTEM TOTALS 0 124113 20589 371 22 3

Form RSPA F 7100 1-1 (11-85) < -

(Supersedes DOT F 7100 1-1)
Reproduction of this form is permitted

RECEIVED

FEE UL 20N

TN REGULATORY AUTHORITY
GAS PIPELINE SAFETY-— - -— -

-13-



] EXHIBIT MDC RS 1

04 - 00034
Chattanooga Gas Company
Summary of Balance of Mains and Services to Be Replaced
Based On 1990, 2000, and 2003 Balances
In Tennesse Regulatory Authonty Docket # 04 - 00034
Total Miles
Mains (Miles) Services (Miles) M&S Replaced
Cast Cast Since
UPS iron UPS Iron 1990
R
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
324

211621 3501

Per Year

Replacement Rate

90 -'00 5.6 9.9 16.9 324
00-'03 12.3 * 1.7 N/A*

* = discovered pipe
Data Source Exhibt MDCM 1 & S 1

** Note
Based on balances in 1990, 2000, and 2003 Balances between those dates calculated based on Replacement
Rates



EXHIBIT MDC RS 1A

Data Source-
Exhibit MDC RS 1

Chattanooga Gas Company T
Summary of Mains and Services
To Be Replaced
(In Miles)

(1990 - 2003)

500

450-
400-
350-
300-

2501

200-
150
100+

S0

F3 Total
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EXHIBIT MDC RS 2A

Data Source.
Exhibit MDC RS 2
ATMOS Energy Company e
Summary of Mains and Services
To Be Replaced
(In Miles)

(1990 - 2003) -

250

200-

150+

[3 Total

100+

50-

0661
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2661
€661
661
G661 |-
9661
1661
8661
6661
0002
1002
200Z [~
€002
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Nashville Gas Company
Summary of Mains and Services
To Be Replaced

(In Miles)

(1990

2003)

EXHIBIT MDC RS 3A

Data Source:
Exhibit MDC RS 3

800

7007 |

600

500-]

400-

300- ‘
200t
1001}

i3 Total




Chattanooga Gas Company
Summary of Miles of Main by Year
Comparison of Mains Replaced or Added
By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

EXHIBIT MDC M 1
04 - 00034

Ln.
#
Plastic Total
1
2
3 Repl/Added -56 -99 84 430 669
4 per year -56 -9.9 84 43
5 Yrs to Compl -16.8 22
6 Miles 57 38 605 782 © 1482
7 Repl/Added -37 16 0 71
8 per year -12 3 -9.9 00 23.7
9 Yrs to Comp! 3.0 -3.8

Data Source. Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept (Exhibit MDC AR 7100)

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel




EXHIBIT MDC S 1
Chattanooga Gas Company 04 - 00034

Summary of Miles of Services by Utility
Comparison of Mains Replaced or Added
Number of Services * Average Service Length

By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

Ln. Avg
# Service Type Length
UPS Cl PS Plastic Stm Total (In Feet)
990 " :ChattanoogaiGas™ s
1 # of Services - 148870 18,8840 43,2310 109
2 Miles 00 307 3 389 8
2000:% 7

3 # of Services 1,269 0 - 16,0590 44,8540 62,182 0 109
4 Miles 262 00 3315 926 0

5 Repl/Added -169.1 24.2 536.1

6 per year -16 9 24 536

7 Yrs to Compl -15

8 # of Services 1,028 - 15,5530 47,9770 64,558 0 109
9 Miles 212 00 3211 990 4
10 Repl/Added -5.0 -10.4 64.5
11 per year 17
12  Yrsto Compl -12 8

Data Source Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept Exhibit MDC AR 7100

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel



ATMOS Gas Company EXHIBIT MDC M 2
Summary of Miles of Main by Year 04 - 00034
Comparison of Mains Replaced or Added
By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

Ln.
#
1 152
2 90.0 0.0 825 1820 2735.0
3 Repl/Added -62.0 -3.0 -6.0 840.0 769.0
4 per year -6 2 -0.3 -06 84
5 Yrs to Compl. -14.5
6 113 0 837 1964 2914
7 Repl/Added 23.0 0.0 12.0 144.0
8 per year 77
9 Yrs to Compl 14.7

Data Source: Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept (Exhibit MDC AR 7100)

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel




‘ EXHIBIT MDC S 2
ATMOS / United Cities Gas 04 - 00034
Summary of Miles of Services by Utility
Comparison of Mains Replaced or Added
Number of Services * Average Service Length

By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

Ln. Avg
# Service Type Length
UPS Cl PS Plastic Stm Total (In Feet)

990: i +-ATMOS /:United ¢ i

1 - # of Services 5,680.0 - 17,0120 48,870.0 71,562 0 75
2 Miles 807 - 2416 694 2

V20000 ]
3 # of Services 2,110 - 16,2120 97,7320 116,0550 75
4 Miles 300 00 2303 1,388.2
5 Repl/Added -50.7 -11.4 694.1
6 per year 51 -11 69 4
7 Yrs to Compl -5.9
8 2,181 - 15,678 106,213 124,072 75
9 Miles 310 00 2227 1508 7
10 Repl/Added 1.0 -7.6 120.5
11 per year 03 25 40 2
12

Data Source Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept (Exhibit MDC AR 7100)

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel



Nashville GasCompany_____.___._ . . __ EXHIBITMDC-M-3-———.

Summary of Miles of Main by Year 04 - 00034
Comparison of Mains Replaced or Added
By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

Ln.
Main:Type L
PS Plastic Total

1 107 2065
2 0 67 2012 580 2659 )
3 Repl/Added -71.0 -205.0 397.0 473.0

4 per year -7.1 -20.5 39.7 473

5 Yrs to Compl

6 0 10 2050 747 2807
7 -  Repl/Added 0.0 -57.0 38.0 167.0

8 per year 0.0 -19

9 Yrs to Compl. 05

Data Source: Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept (Exhibit MDC AR7100)

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel




Nashville Gas Company
Summary of Miles of Services by Utility

EXHIBIT MDC S 3
04 - 00034

- -Comparison-of-Mains-Replaced-or-Added————-—

Number of Services * Average Service Length

By Year 1990, 2000, 2003

Ln.

# Service Type

UPS Cl PS Plastic Stm. Total

90 At i - Nashville Gas:
1- # of Services 20,708 0 - 68,754 0 6,559 0
2 Miles 392 2 - 1,302 2 124 2
4

3 es 7,953.0 - 99,5810 37,5640 145,0980
4 Miles 150 6 00 1,880 711 4
5 Repl/Added -241.6 583.8 587.2
6 per year -24 2 58 4 58 7
7 Yrs to Compl 62
8 5,029 - 101,516 49,892 156,437
9 Miles 95.2 00 19227 9449
10 Repl/Added -55.4 36.6 233.5
1 per year -185 122 77 8

12  Yrsto Compl

Data Source Annual Report to TRA Pipeline Safety Dept Exhibit MDC AR 7100)

UPS = Unprotected Steel
Cl = Castlron
PS = Protected Steel

Avg. .
Length
(In Feet)

100

100

100
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EXHIBIT MDC GP SC 2

July 29, 2003 -
To: All Commissioners
Deborah Flannagan
Tom Bond
Nancy Tyer
From: Tony Wackerly, Utilities Analyst
Subject: DOCKET NO. 8516-U: Atlanta Gas Light Company Pipe Replacement

Program. Consideration of Staff's Recommendation on Atlanta Gas Light
Company's Request for a Declaratory Ruling.

During its Second Quarter Audit of the Atlanta Gas Light Company (AGLC) Pipeline
Replacement Rider, Gas Staff discovered that right-of-way charges that the Company had
booked as expenses to the Rider are actually rate base items. These expenses were related
to the possible replacement of the East Point Line. In addition, Staff discovered that the
Company also intended to book certain anticipated expenses to the Rider though these
anticipated charges should be treated as rate base items. The charges in question were
not for costs of replacing pipes. Instead, they were related to a pressure improvement
agreement between Atlanta Gas Light Company and Southern Natural Gas and capital
expenditures for new right-of-ways that will not be used for the pipe replacement
program. The Company’s funding for these types of items comes through base rates, and
the Company was prepared to enter into an agreement with Southern Natural Gas for a
pressure improvement program without informing the Commission of its intensions.

After the audit, Staff met with the Company numerous times, and using discovery, to
gather information on the proposed agreement between Atlanta Gas Li ght Company and
Southern Natural Gas for pressure improvement. Staff learned that AGLC began the
right-of-way project as early as April 2001 with these associated costs going to the rider
each year, but abandoned this effort when Southern Natural Gas agreed to work with the
Company on a pressure improvement program. At Staff’s request, the Company
produced three options for the replacement of the East Point Line:

Option-A: Replace the East Point Line in its present location at $26 million.

Option-B: Build a new pipeline from Riverdale to Sewell Road at $20 million.

Option-C: Enter into a pressure improvement agreement with Southern Natural Gas
to move or rebuild an existing tapping station from Sewell Road to Ben
Hill at a cost of $4.0 million, SNG charges to AGLC will be $2.5 million,
and pipe insertion in the old East Point Line at $2.9 million. With the
right-of-way expense of $3.3 million already incurred from abandoning
Option-B, this will bring the total to $12.7 million in total costs that the
Company wants to charge to the Pipe Replacement Rider.



EXHIBIT MDC GP SC 1
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Exec;ﬁve rSuniniarS‘»" ‘

DOCKET NO. 8516:U: Atianta bas Light Company Pipe Replacement

Program: Staff's Audit Report: Consideration of Staff's Recommendation on

the Pipe Replacement Surcharge for Cost Year-3.
Staff recommends the following: First, Staff recommends the Cost Year-5 surcharge to be
set at $1.11 per castomer. This is a result of Staff and the Company reaching a mutual
agreement that the average Corrosion Leak Repair will be set as a fixed cost of $1,064 per
corrosion leak for the duration of the Pipe Replacement Program. Second, Staff further
recommends ending the Pipe Replacement Rider and rolling it into base rates. The reason
for this action is to prevent rate base items from being recovered as pipe replacement
items. and it will prevent decisions from being made based on recovery mechanism rather
than financial and enginee’ring prudence. The rolling of the Pipe Replacement Rider into
base rates will not affect the Pipe Replacement Program from a safety perspective, nor
does it prevent the Company from completing the program within the 10-year time frame

as prescribed in the Stipulation.
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National Association of State Utility Advocates
EXHIBIT MDC N

04 - 0003

N ouALAssoqmon
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CONSUMER Awoun's .

About NASUCA | Calendar | Commlttees | Newsroom | Resolutions | Testimony/Filings |

Home > Resolutions > Water Company Infrastructure Costs
National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates
RESOLUTIOWN N

Discouraging State Regulatory Commissions from Adopting Automatic
Adjustment Charges for Water Company Infrastructure Costs

WHEREAS, certain regulated water companies have recently proposed
mechanisms for automatically increasing water rates, prior to regulatory review,
based upon isolated items of expense related to infrastructure projects; and
WHEREAS, the National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates
(NASUCA) believes that public interest is still best served by rate of return
regulation of investor-owned water companies and that such automatic
adjustment mechanisms contradict several sound rate of return ratemaking
principles, including the matching principle, because increases to items of rate
base are recognized far outside of the test year from which all other rate base,
as well as revenues, expenses, and cost of capital items that are used when
calculating rates, allowing 'piecemeal ratemaking' and preventing the
recognition of any simultaneous offsetting reductions in other items; and

WHEREAS, automatic adjustment mechanisms also circumvent regulatory
review of increases to rate base for prudence and reasonableness; and

WHEREAS, automatic adjustment mechanisms further create bad public policy

by eliminating the built-in regulatory incentive to control costs between rate (
cases and, generates incentives to increase spending in order to avoid reduction
of the surcharge which occurs if the water company's authorized return is
reached; and

WHEREAS, when an automatic adjustment clause is adopted, rate stability Is
reduced and proper price signals are distorted by frequent rate increases, and
no convincing evidence has been shown to support the claim that the frequency
of rate case proceedings is reduced by such clauses; and

WHEREAS, special incentives are not needed in order ensure adequate water
quality, pressure, and a proper reduction of service interruptions; and

WHEREAS, automatic adjustment mechanisms can inappropriately reward water

http://www.nasuca.org/res/water/res993.php 5/20/2004



National Association of State Utility Advocates L Page 2 of 2

companies that have imprudently fallen behind in infrastructure improvements;
and

WHEREAS, it is inappropriate to tilt the regulatory balance against consumers
and shift business risk away from water companies simply for the purpose of
creating an incentive for these companies to fulfill their basic obligation to
provide safe and adequate service;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that NASUCA strongly recommends state
legislatures and state public utility commissions avoid the implementation of
automati¢ adjustments charges for water company infrastructure costs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that NASUCA authorizes its Executive Committee to
develop specific positions and to take appropriate actions consistent with the
terms of this resolution. The Executive Committee shall notify the membership
of any action taken pursuant to this resolution.

Approved by NASUCA:

June, 1999, Baltimore, Maryland
Submitted By:

NASUCA Ad Hoc Water Committee

Christine Maloni Hoover, PA, Chair
Wes Blakley, IN

Robert Brabston, NJ

John Coffman, MO

Brian Gallagher, DE

Donald Rogers, MD

Dale Stransky, NV

James Warden, Jr., NY

National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates
8380 Colesville Road, Suite 101, Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: (301) 589-6313 Fax: 589-6380

e-mail: nasuca@nasuca.org

http*//www.nasuca.org/res/water/res993.php 5/20/2004
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The Directors, therefore, unanimously approved $686,049 which represents the thirteen

(13) month test period average for this account, as the proper forecast for Accrued Interest on

Customer Deposits Therefore, the Directors found after considering the adjustments described

previously, that a Rate Base of $92,955,599 is calculated as illustrated in the following table.

COMPARATIVE RATE BASE CALCULATIONS

Additions:

Plant in Service and CWIP
Acquisition Adjustment
Cash

Materials and Supplies

Gas Inventories

Deferred Rate Case Expense
Prepayments

Other Accounts Receivable
Lead/Lag Study

Total Additions

Deductions:

Accumulated Depreciation
Accu Amort of Acq Adj
Accumulated Deferred FIT
Customer Advances
Contributions in Aid of Const
Reserve for Uncollectibles
Other Reserves

Customer Deposits

Accrued Int on Cust Deposits
Total Deductions

Rate Base

Company'’  Advocate!® AVIY Authority
$140,014,935 $140,614,494 $140,014,935 $140,014,935
13,355,565 0 0 0
2,373,422 2,373,422 0 2,373422
453221 346 273 453.221 453,221
5,419,144 6,659,404 5,419,144 5,419,144
200,668 47.309 200,668 178,834
1,189,348 769,193 1,189,348 1,189,348
92,028 138,738 92,028 92,028
1,736,716 756,038 -396,530 660,923
5164,835,047 151,704,871  $146,972,814 $150,381,855
546,569,377 546,478,394  $46,569.377  $46,569,377
4,196,041 0 0 0
5,131,816 5,131,815 5,131,816 5,131,816
384,855 384,974 384,855 384,855
1,908,645 1,858,651 1,908,645  1908.645
278,723 257,864 278,723 278,723
549,562 409,201 549,562 549,562
3,766,190 1,917,229 3,766,190 1,917,229
671,344 671,344 671,344 686,049
$63,456,553 $57,109,472 $59,260,512 $57,426,256
$101,378,494 594,595,399 587,712,302 $92,955,599

Company Extubit 5, Schedule 8, Page 1 of 4,
Consumer Advocate Pre-Filed Exhibit, Schedule 3

AVI Exhibit MPG-1

25
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DocketNo.
Exhibit MJM-3
Schedule 1

Chattanooga Gas Company
Average Rate Base
For the Twelve Months Ending June 30, 2005 (Attrition Period)

Line
No. Attrition Period
1 Utihty Plant 1n Service $164,561,353  (A)
2 Construction Work In Progress 3,544,977 (A)
3 Working Capital Requirement 13,225,473 (B)
$181,331,803
Less
4 Accumulated Provision For Depreciation $71,307,914 (A)
5 Accumuiated Deferred Income Taxes 12,012,158 (A)
Contributions in Aid of Construction 2,161,125 (A)
/ Customer Advance For Construction 286,394 (A)
8 Total Deductions $85,767,591
9 Rate Base $95,564,212
(A) Rate base work papers

(B) MJM-3, Schedule 2, Line 12
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Docket No. 15295-U

INRE: Adoption of Commission Utility Rule Chapter 515-7-7-.04(d) and
515-7-7-.05(f)

ORDER ADOPTING RULES

All 1nterested parties are hereby notified pursuant to Ga. Laws 1964, pp. 338, 342, as
amended (Official Code of Georgia Annotated (“O.C.G.A.”) § 50-13-4) that the Georgia Public
Service Commission (“Commission”) has considered and adopted amendments to its rules
regarding service quality standards for the electing distribution company. These amendments
shall become effective as provided by law twenty days after its adoption at the Commission’s
Admunistrative Session on November 4, 2003, and subsequent filing with the Secretary of State.

BY THE COMMISSION: (L
Whereas, during Administrative Session on November 4, 2002, the Commission
approved the adoption of amendments to Utility Rule Chapter 515-7-7-.04(d) and 515-7-7-.05(f);

Whereas, copies of written notices of the proposed rules previously were mailed to all
utilities subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission, and to all interested persons on the
mailing list of the Commission pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 50-13-4(a)(1); and

Whereas, copies of said notices were furnished to the Legislative Counsel of the State of
Georgia, pursuant to said O.C.G.A. § 50-13-4(e); and

Whereas, the Commission received comments from parties regarding the proposed rules
contained in the rule chapter that were duly considered,

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED, that effective November 4, 2003, the present Utility
Rule Chapter 515-7-7.04(d) and 515-7-7-.05(f) are hereby approved and adopted as shown
below:

Docket No 15295-U
Rulemaking—EDC Service Standards
Page 1 of 3



RULES
OF THE
GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
515-7 GAS UTILITIES

CHAPTER 515-7-7
SERVICE QUALITY STANDARDS FOR THE
ELECTING DISTRIBUTION COMPANY

TABLE OF CONTENTS

515-7-7-.04 Service Quality Standards: Customer Service, Billing, and Metering.
515-7-7-.05 Service Quality Standards: Marketer Services.

515-7-7-.04 Service Quality Standards: Customer Service, Billing, and Metering.

Every EDC shall be required to meet service quality standards to ensure high quality service to
natural gas customers, including marketers, in Georgia i regards to customer service, billing,
- and metenmng. Specifically, every EDC shall assure that:

d. The call center response times shall not fall below the established benchmarks.

Authority Ga. Law: O.C.G.A. § 46-4-158.1(a)(1).

515-7-7-.05 Service Quality Standards: Marketer Services

Every EDC shall be required to meet service quality standards to improve the efficiency of the
marketer services that are offered to all certified marketers. In addition, these same services
quality standards shall also apply to services provided by the EDC to the Regulated Provider,
unless the Commission specifically provides otherwise. Specifically, every EDC shall assure
that:

f. The call center response time to marketers shall not fall below the established benchmark;
and :

Authority Ga. Law: O.C.G.A. § 46-4-158.1(a)(1).

Docket No 15295-U
Rulemaking—EDC Service Standards
Page 2 of 3



ORDERED FURTHER, that said adopted amendments to the rules having been
published as provided in O.C.G.A. § 50-13-3(b) shall be filed with the Administrative Procedure
Act Division of the Secretary of State as provided in O.C.G.A. § 50-13-6(b).

ORDERED FURTHER, that a motion for reconsideration, rehearing, or oral argument
or any other motion shall not stay the effective date of this Order, unless otherwise ordered by
the Commission.

ORDERED FURTHER, that junisdiction over this matter is expressly retained for the
purpose of entering such further order or orders as this Commission may deem just and proper.

The above action by the Commission during 1ts Administrative Session on the 4™ day of
November 2003.

Reece McAlister Robert B. Baker, Jr.
Executive Secretary Chairman
Date Date

Docket No 15295-U
Rulemaking—EDC Service Standards
Page 3 of 3
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BEFORE THE
GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

SERVICE QUALITY STANDARDS )
FOR THE ELECTING DISTRIBUTION )
COMPANY )

DOCKET NO. 15295-U

ATLANTA GAS LIGHT COMPANY’S FILING
SERVICE STANDARDS

In compliance with the Final Order of the Georgia Public Service Commission
(“Commission”) in the above docket (“Order”), Atlanta Gas Light Company (“AGLC” or
the “Company”) hereby respectfully files reporting data for the service standards adopted
by the Commussion in this proceeding.

AGLC 1s providing reports for the standards contained in Joint Recommendation
numbered sections 1 (Meter Reading Accuracy), 2 (Meter Reading Timelinesss), 3
(Appomtment Attainment), 4 (EBB), 5 (Response to the Commission), 6 (Call Center
Response), and 7 (Forecasting).

Further, AGLC 1s providing reports for Leak Response Time (Joint
Recommendation section 10). This section details the monthly leak response times with
respect to the Service Leak Call Standard for AGLC’s Field Service Representatives and
the Distribution Leak Call Standard for AGLC distribution personnel. The response
times will be aggregated on an annual average basis for comparison to the annual
standards. AGLC is also providing the leak response summary information for each
service area.

Lost and Unaccounted for Gas (Joint Recommendation 6) has separate reporting
requirements that are detailed in the Commission’s order in Docket 15527-U. The
Company will continue to report such information in that docket. For the standard on
Acquiring and Managing Interstate Capacity (Joint Recommendation section 8), then
Company will continue to comply with O.C.G.A. § 46-4-155 (e) and the Commission’s

approved capacity plan. No report on this standard is necessary.



This filing is providing March information for the standards that have one-month
reporting requirements. The meter reading data for the standards is being filed on a 60
day lag. Monthly data wiil be updated each month and two-month average data will be
updated every other month.

This 1st day of May, 2004.

Respectfully submitted,

al

John W. Ebert

Associate General Counsel
AGL Resources Inc.

10 Peachtree Place, Suite 1000
Atlanta, GA. 30309



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, John W. Ebert, certify that I have this day served the within and foregoing in
Docket No. 15295-U regarding Atlanta Gas Light Company’s Filing for Service
Standards upon the parties to this proceeding, by depositing same in the United States

mail, stamped and addressed as follows:

Reece McAlister

Executive Secretary

Georgia Public Service Commussion
244 Washington Street

Atlanta, GA 30334

Jeffrey Stair

Georgia Public Service Commussion
244 Washington Street

Atlanta, GA 30334

L. Craig Dowdy

McKenna, Long & Aldridge
303 Peachtree St , NE

Suite 5300

Atlanta, GA 30308

Knisty Holley, Director

Consumer Utility Counsel Division
Governors Office of Consumer Affairs
47 Trimty Ave, SW

Atlanta, GA 30334

Charles B Jones, I1I

Sutherland Asbill & Brennan LLP
999 Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 2300
Atlanta, GA 30309-3996

Philip J Smuth, Esq

Ternn M Lyndall, Esq

Smuth, Galloway, Lyndall & Fuchs, LLP
Six Piedmont Center, Suite 303

3525 Piedmont Road, NE

Atlanta, GA 30305

Peyton S Hawes, Jr.

127 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 1100

Atlanta, GA 30303-1810



Randall D Quntrell, Esq.
999 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 2300

Atlanta, GA 30309-3996

Robert B Remar

Rogers & Hardin LLP
2700 International Tower
229 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30303-1601

Michael Braswell

SouthStar Energy Services LLC
Two Premuer Plaza, Suite 400
5607 Glenridge Drive

Atlanta, GA 30324

David L. Cruthirds

Dynegy, Inc

1000 Louisiana Street, Suite 5800
Houston, Texas 77002

Robert ] Middleton, Jr
2417 Westgate Drive
P O Box 70667
Albany, GA 31708

Brett Newsom

SCANA Energy Marketing
Tower Place

3340 Peachtree Road, NE
Suite 750

Atlanta, GA 30326

Richard G Tismger, Sr

Thsinger, Tisinger, Vance & Greer, P C
100 Wagon Yard Plaza

P O Box 2069

Carrollton, GA 30117

G Mark Cole

Autry, Horton & Cole, LLP
Suite 210

21 East Exchange Place
Tucker, GA 30084

Phil Weatherly

Georgia Electric Membership Corporation
P O Box 1707

Tucker, GA 30085

D. Ronnie Lee, President/CEQ
Walton Energy, Inc

P O Box 260

842 U S. Highway 78, NW
Monroe, GA 30655



This 1st day of May, 2004
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, Atlanta Gas Light Company

Leak Response Service Standards

From 03/01/04 to 03/31/04

CIS to Arrival Distribution Notified to Arrival
Service Center Leaks Avg. Times Leaks Avg Times

Athens 158 200 8 168
Atlanta 1712 301 130 368
Augusta 324 216 11 305
Brunswick 64 262 6 262 ‘
Calhoun 41 337 4 440 |
Camden 0 00 0 00 !
Carrolliton 118 256 4 200 ]
Cedartown 0 00 0 00 f
Cherokee 197 240 14 326 {
Chickamauga 44 325 1 250 E
Clayton 843 281 27 316 l
Conyers 294 213 8 26 8 &
Cumming I 429 291 8 259 !
Douglasville 242 272 8 344 |
Eastman 0 00 0 00 l.
Griffin 127 256 6 232 I
Gwinnett 546 241 23 4147 '
Hall County 91 320 7 254 1
Jesup 33 225 13 258
Macon 301 233 10 330
Marietta 733 267 58 293
Milledgeville 73 265 5 274
Newnan 167 271 4 235
Peachtree 416 24 1 20 289
Rome 143 254 4 170
Savannah 348 284 14 224
Valdosta 76 229 7 184"
Vidaha 36 269 1 330
Waycross 34 255 3 203
Totals 7,590 268 404 316
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This 1s the first comprehensive report of the Public Utility Commission (Comm|35|on) that
presents quality of service data for both the Electnc Distribution Companies (EDCs) and the
major National Gas Distribution Companies (NGDCs) Last year, the Commission proauced
two separate reports This 1s the fourth year EDC customer-service performance statistics are
available and the second year NGDC data is provided This report fulfills the requwem'en’rs
of 52 Pa Code § 54 156 of the EDC reporting requirements and 52 Pa Code § 62 37 of the
NGDC reporting requirements Both provide for the Commussion to annually produce o
summary report on the customer-service performance of the EDCs and NGDCs usmgI the

statistics collected as a result of the reporting requirements

The Electricity Generation Customer Choice and Competition Act and The Nofurol Gas
Choice and Competition Actrequire the EDCs and NGDCs to maintain, at a mlnlmum 5 the
levels of customer-service that were in existence prior to the effective dates of the ocfs
In response, the Commission took steps to ensure the continued provision of high- quoln‘y
customer service through the implementation of regulations that require the EDCs ond
the NGDCs to report statistics on mportant components of customer service, |nclud|ng
telephone access to the company, biling frequency, meter reading, timely response|to
customer disputes, the proper response to customer disputes and payment orrongemenf
requests, compliance with customer service rules and regulations; and interaction wﬁ(h
customers in a prompt, courteous and satisfactory manner ( §§ 54 151-54 156 for EDCsland
§§ 62 31-62 37 for NGDCs)

The Commission adopted the final rulemaking establishing Reporting Requirements
for Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards for the EDCs on Aprif 23, 1998 The EDCs
began reporting the required data to the Commission in August 1999 for the first six months
of the year and followed up with a report on annual activity in February 2000 Beglnnllng N
February 2001, the EDCs began submithng annual data on telephone access, biling, meter
reading and response to customer disputes The companies began surveying cusfome'rs
who had initiated an interaction with their EDC in January 2000 and have continued the

survey each year since then




The Commission adopted the final rulemaking establishing Reportfing I?equ;remenfs for
Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards for the NGDCs on January 12,2000 As per‘
the regulations, NGDCs that serve more than 100,000 residential customers began repor‘r ng
the required data to the Commission in August 2001 for the first six months of that year ‘
and followed up with a report on annual activity in February 2002 Beginning In Februoriy
2003, the NGDC:s filed therr first annual reports on telephone access, billing, meter reading
and response to customer disputes The companies began therr surveys of customers who
had inthated an interaction with the companies in January 2002  This report contains the
first compilation of NGDC survey data NGDCs that serve fewer than 100,000 resnden’nol
accounts are not required to report statistics on the varnious measures required of the Iorger
companies The smaller NGDCs must conduct mail surveys of customers who contact Thlem
and report the survey results to the Commission  The smaller NGDCs surveyed their customers
In 2002 and sent the results to the Commission in 2003

The Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) has summarized the information supplied by
the EDCs and NGDCs, including survey data, into the charts and tables that appear on the
following pages The data for PECO Energy (PECO) appears with that of the EDCs  The
company Is unable to report iInformation separately for its electric and natural gas occoum‘s,
as a result, PECO combines statistics for both in its annual report to the Commission The BCS
has reported PECO consumer complaint and payment arrangement request data with P‘hof
of the electnc industry for many years Likewise, the BCS reports PECO’s quality of servnc:le|
data with that of the other EDCs The report does not include statistics from Phllcdelphlo IGcs
Works (PGW) PGW data will not be included in the annual customer service performonce

report until 2005 !

The reporting requirements of § 54 155 and § 62 36 include a provision whereby BC|S IS
to report to the Commission various statistics associated with informal consumer complclm‘s
and payment arrangement requests that consumers file with the Commussion  The BCS s
to reporf a “justified consumer complaint rate,” a “justified payment arrangement reques
rate,” “the number of Informally verfied infractions of applicable statutes and regulcmons,"
and an “infraction rate” for the EDCs and NGDCs These statistics are also important
indicators of service quality The BCS has calculated and reported these rates for a number
of years in the annual report, Utility Consumer Activities Report and Evaluation Electric, Gos,
Water and Telephone Utiliies (UCARE) The BCS will report the 2002 data in the 2002 reporr
that the Commission will release |ater this year The report offers detaled descriptions
of each of these measures as well as a comparison with performance statistics from the
previous year Access to the 2002 Utiity Consumer Activities Report and Evaluatfion and the
2002 Report on Pennsylvania’s Electric and Natural Gas Distnbution Companies Customer,
Service Performance will be availlable on the Commission’s Web site

http //puc paonline com

—%

! The Commussion assumed regulatory responsibility over PGW on July 1, 2000, and did not require PGW to file a restructiring
plan until July 1 2002 Further PGW is not required to comply with Chapter 56 regulations until September 2003 The
company will begin reporting quality of service statistics for 2004

‘Customer Sérvice




In accordance with Reporting Requirements for Quality of Service Benchmarks ond
Standards (quality of service reporting requirements), the EDCs and the NGDCs reporfed
statistics for 2002 regarding telephone access, billing, meter reading and disputes noT
responded to within 30 days For each of the required measures, the companies reporf
data by month and include a 12-month average This report presents PECO Energy (PECO)
statistics with the EDCs although PECO’s statistics include data for both the compcnny| s
electnc and natural gas accounts With the exception of the telephone access s’rohshcs and
the small business bill Information, the required statistics directly relate to the regulo’rlons In 52
Pa Code § 56 Standards and Biling Practices for Residential Utlity Service

A Telephone Access

The quality of service reporting requirements for both the EDCs and the NGDCs|1 |wclude
telephone access to a company because customers must be able to easily contact frlwew
EDC or NGDC with questions, complaints and requests for service, and to report service
outages and other problems

In order to produce an accurate picture of telephone access, the companies musf
report three separate measures of telephone access The three separate measures over’r the
possibility of masking telephone access problems by presenting only one or two parts of the
total access picture 1) percent of calls answered within 30 seconds, 2) average busy- ouT
rate, and 3) call abandonment rate For example, a company may report that it onswers
every call in 30 seconds or less  If only this statistic 1s available, one might conclude Thlo’r
the access to the compony Is very good However, If this company has only a few frunk
ines into the company’s call distnbution system, once these trunks are at capacity, o‘rher
callers receive a busy signal when they attempt to contact the company Thus, a Iorge
percentage of customers cannot get through to the company and telephone occess s not
very good at all Therefore, it 1s important to look at both percent of calls answered wn’rhln 30
seconds and busy-out rates, to get a clearer picture of the telephone access to the EDC or
NGDC

Further, the call abandonment rate indicates how many customers drop out
of the queue of customers warting to talk to a company representative A high call
abandonment rate 1s most likely an indication that the length of the wait to speak to a
company representative is too long Statistics on call abandonment are often mversely
related to stahstics measuring calls answered within 30 seconds The 2000-2002 EDC flgL‘Jres
presented later In this report conform to the inverse relationship  In addihion, the 2001-2002
data reported by the NGDCs also conform to this relationship  For
the most part, the companies answenng a high percent of calls
within 30 seconds had low call abandonment rates and those
answering a lower percent of calls within 30 seconds had higher
call abandonment rates




Attempted contacts to a call center |nmolly have one of two results. They are efrher
“received” by the company or they receive a busy signal and thus are not “received” by the
company Calls in the “busy-out rate” represent those attempted calls that received a busy
signal or message. they were not “received” by the company because the company nes or
tfrunks were at capacity

For the calls that are “received” by the company, the caller has several options One
option 1s to choose to speak to a company representative  When a caller chooses this
option, the caller enters a queue to begin a waiting penod until a company represen’ro’rlve
is availlable fo take the call Once a call enters the queue, It can take one of three routes
it will etther be abandoned (the caller chooses not to wait and disconnects the call), it
will be answered within 30 seconds, or it will be answered in a time pernod that i1s greater
than 30 seconds The percent of those calls answered within 30 seconds 1s reported to the
Commission The percent that are answered in more than 30 seconds is the inverse of this
percent Thus, If 80 percent are answered within 30 seconds, 20 percent are answered in

more than 30 seconds

This report presents the EDC and NGDC statistics on telephone access in the follow
three charts

ng

e Busy-out rate
e Call abandonment rate
e Percent of calls answered within 30 seconds

1. Busy-Out Rate

The Commission’s Regulations at § 54 153(b)(1)(n) require that the EDCs are to repo T to
the Commussion the average busy-out rate for each call center or business office, as weII os
a 12-month cumulative average for the company  Similarly, § 62 33(b)(1) requires the NGDCs
to report the average busy-out rate Each regulation defines busy-out rate as the number of
calls to a call center that receive a busy signal divided by the total number of calls recelved
at a call center For example, a company with a 10-percent average busy-out rate means
that 10 percent of the customers who attempted to call the company received a busy
signal (and thus did not gain access) while 90 percent of the customer calls were received
by the company If the company has more than one call center, It 1s to supply the busy-lo'u’r
rates for each center as well as a combined statistic for the company as a whole The chart
below presents the combined busy-out rate for each major EDC during 2000, 2001 and 2002
The second chart presents the combined busy-out rate for each major NGDC during 2001
and 2002

tomer Service Performance Repo




Electric Distribution Companies
Busy-Out Rate*
2000 - 2002

25%

20%

15%

10%

4% 4%

5%

19%
0% 0% 0% 0% 05% 05% g o "
o% - e = T o

Allegheny GPU PECO PPL UGI-Electric Penn Duquesne
Power Power

2000 2001 2002 |

*12-month average

The 2002 results show that the average busy-out rate for five of the EDCs was erther
lower or the same as In 2001 Duguesne’s busy-out rate increased in 2002 Duquesné
attrnibutes the increase to a brief penod when a major storm struck the company’s selvice
terntory and caused extensive damage and outages




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Busy-Out Rate*
2001 - 2002

Columbia 1%**

Dominion Peoples* Statistic Not Avalilable#

NFG 9%

Equitable 18%***

PG Energy 17%****

UGI-Gas# Statistic Not Available# Statistic Not Available#

* 12-month average

**  Columbia s actual overall 2001 statistics are not availlable BCS calculated this statishc based on data from Columbia s
individual call centers

*** Equitable s2001 data is for the second six months of 2001 only Neither the 2001 nor 2002 data include calls to the company s
emergency call number

**** PG Energy s 2001 data is for July through December only

# The Commussion granted these companies a temporary waiver of the section that requires reporting
this statistic

UGI-Gas was still not able to capture the busy-out rate for its call centers in 2002 UGI-
Gas requested a waiver of § 62 33(1)(n) until it 1s able to supply this data The company
reports that It expects to be able to report this information in the near future  All the other
NGDCs were able to report this statistic for 2002 Data 1s not availlable for calls to Equitable’s
emergency humber.

2 Call Abandonment Rate

Consistent with the regulations, the EDCs and NGDCs are to
report to the Commission the average call abandonment rate for each
call center, business office, or both The call abandonment rate is the
number of calls to a company’s call center that were abandoned
divided by the total number of calls the company received at its call
center or business office (§ 54 152 and § 62 32) For example, an EDC
with a 10 percent call abandonment rate means that 10 percent of
the calls received were terminated by the customer prior to speoklng
to an EDC representative As the time that customers spend “on hold” increases, they hove
a greater tendency to hang up, raising the call abandonment rates If the EDC or NGDC!
has more than one call center, 1t I1s o supply the call abandonment rates for each cen’rer
as well as a combined statistic for the company as a whole The chart below presents the
combined call abandonment rate for each major EDC durning 2000, 2001 and 2002

2002 Customer Service Performance Rep‘oh‘i ;




Electric Distribution Companies
Call Abandonment Rate*
2000-2002

16% 15%

14%

12%

10%
89, 8%

8%

6%

4%

2% 1

0%
PPL GPU Allegheny Penn UGI- PECO Duquesne
Power Power* Electric

@ 2000 @ 2001 ®2002

* Penn Power s telecommunications package is not able to count calls as “abandoned” until after the call

has been “received (n a queue wairting to speak to a representative) for more than 30 seconds Thus calls
abandoned before 30 seconds have elapsed are not included in this igure  Statistics for the other EDCs include all
abandoned calls .

The above statistics llustrate that all but one of the EDCs erther reduced therr call
apbandonment rates from 2001 to 2002 or maintained their 2001 rates Only one comp')c!my's
rate was higher in 2002 than in 2001  Allegheny Power atinbutes its reduction in call
abandonment rate to the use and increased understanding of improved technology,
Duguesne attributes the increase It experienced in average call abandonment rate to
technology failures in its telephone equipment The company resolved the problem In
October and as a result, the company’s call abandonment rate improved considerably
durning the last two months of 2002

The chart on the following page presents the 2002 call abandonment rates for the
major NGDCs




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Call Abandonment Rate*
2001-2002

25%

20%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0% -

NFG PGEnergy Domunion UGI-GAS Equitable Columbsa**
Peoples

2001 ®2002

* 12-month average
M Columbia s actual overall 2001 statistics are not avatlable The BCS calculated this statistic based
on information from Columbia s ndividual call centers

Five of the NGDCs reduced therr call abandonment rates in 2002 while one
maintained its 2001 rate  NFG credits its improvement in this and the other telephone access
measures to a decline in call volume in 2002 and fo steps the company took to improve
resources In the company’s call center

3 Percent of Calls Answered Within 30 Seconds

Pursuant to the quality of service reporting requirements at § 54 153(b) and § 62 33(b),
each EDC and major NGDC is to “take measures necessary and keep sufficient records”
to report the percent of calls answered within 30 seconds or less at the company’s call
center The section specifies that “answered” means a company representative is recdy
to render assistance to the caller An acknowledgement that the consumer 1s on the ine
does not constifute an answer  If a company operates more than one call center (a cenfer
for handling billing disputes and a separate one for making payment arrangements, for

= example), the company is to provide separate statistics for each call center
and a statistic that combines performance for all call centers  The chart
on the following page presents the combined percent of calls answer
within 30 seconds for each of the major EDCs in Pennsylvania during
2000, 2001 and 2002

(0
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Electric Distribution Companies
Percent of Calls Answered Within 30 Seconds*
2000-2002

100%
86% 86% 87%
90% 5% ——84%

soo LT 62% 79%7780% 76% T9%
70%
60% -
50% A
40% -
30% 1
20% A
10% A

0% T . T T T T
UGI-Electnc  Allegheny PPL Penn PECO GPU Duquesne
Power Power**

"% 12%

74%
B

64% 69%

& 2000 @ 2001 @ 2002

* 12-month average

i Penn Power s telecommunications package is not able to distinguish the difference between an
answered call and an abandoned call until the call has been “received” (in queue waiting
to speak to a representative) for more than 30 seconds As a result this statistic represents catls
that were answered and/or abandoned within 30 seconds Statistics for the other EDCs represent
answered calls only

The 2002 results give evidence of improved access for Duquesne, GPU, PECO, Penn
Power and UGI-Electric  Allegheny Power aftributes its sight decrease to the fact ThoT
some fully trained and experienced telephone representatives moved to other posmor
within the company Duquesne expects continued improvement in telephone access
Its performance improved from 2001 to 2002 in spite of some technological faillures In
September that mpacted callers’” ability to contact Duquesne The company worked out
the problems and predicts its ability to accurately forecast call volume to schedule staff and
continued training will result in further improvement in 2003

w

Although GPU’s average annual telephone access to its call center mproved in 2002,
access to the company decreased considerably In August as compared to March Through
July statistics  The company said losing summer temporary help, combined with employee
training and the transition to a new computer system that took place from August ’rhrodlgh
the end of the year, adversely affected overall center performance According to ’rhe
company, a learning curve for the representatives and the new computer envnronmenf
decreased performance and thus affected the percentage of calls answered within 30
seconds




Electric Dis’rribuﬂon Companies
Percent of Calls Answered Within 30 Seconds* ,
2000-2002 ,
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UGI-Electric Allegheny PPL Penn PECO GPU Duquesne
Power Power**
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* 12-month average

. Penn Power's telecommunications package s not able to distinguish the difference between an
answered call and an abandoned call untit the call has been “received” (in queue waiting,
to speak to a representative) for more than 30 seconds  As a result, this statistic represents calls
that were answered and/or abandoned within 30 seconds Statistics for the other EDCs represem
answered calls only

The 2002 results give evidence of improved access for Duguesne, GPU, PECO, Penn
Power and UGI-Electric. Allegheny Power attributes its slight decrease to the focT that
some fully trained and experienced telephone representatives moved to other posmq
within the company. Duquesne expects continued improvement in tfelephone access.
Its performance improved from 2001 to 2002 in spite of some technological failures in
September that impacted callers’ ability fo contact Dugquesne. The company worked out
~the problems and predicts its ability fo accurately forecast call volume to schedule staff and

continued training will result in further improvement in 2003.

=
w

Although GPU’s average annual telephone access to its call center improved in 2002,
access to the company decreased considerably in August as compared to March Thrbugh

July statistics. The company said losing summer temporary help, combined with emplc!ayl/ee
training and the transition to a new computer system that took place from August ’rhrolugh
the end of the year, adversely affected overall center performance. Accordingto ’rhe
company, a learning curve for the representatives and the new computer environment
decreased performance and thus affected the percentage of calls answered within 30

seconds.




Natural Gas Distribution Companies :
Percent of Calls Answered Within 30 Seconds* :
2001-2002 '
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NFG UGI-GAS PGEnergy Equitable Dominion Columbia***

Peoples™

2001 2002

12-month average

Domnion Peoples’ January-June data for its contracted call center 1s reported as
percent answered within 20 seconds in 2001

Columbia’s actual overall 2001 statistics are not available The BCS calculated this
statistic base on data from Columbia’s individual call centers

As with call abandonment rates, the percent of calls answered within 30 seconds
varies depending on call volume and the number of employees available to take calls. :<
example, Equitable reports that enhanced collection efforts throughout 2002 resulted in G

call volume increase. However, the company stated it focused on improving represen’ro’rl
handling time so its telephone access rates did not deteriorate. Columbia has been worki
to improve telephone access to its company by implementing various new technologies
and initiatives within its call center. '

[
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Dominion Peoples’ service level slid from 73 percent in 2001 to 56 percent in 2002.

Dominion made a management decision to reduce its service level and established

of answering 50 percent of calls within 30 seconds. The company claims that customer
satisfaction did not decrease as a result and the company saved money by reducing‘

positions in its call center.
B. Billing

Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. §1509 and Standards and Billing Practices for Residential

a goal

Utility

Service (§ 56. 11), a utility is to render a bill once every billing period fo all customers. The
customer bill is often the only communication between the company and a customer, thus

underscoring the need to produce and send this very fundamental statement to cusi
at regular intervals. The failure of a customer o receive a bill each month frequently
generates consumer complaints to the company and sometimes to the Commission.
adversely affects collections performance.

1. Number and Percent of Residential Bills Not Rendered Once Every
Billing Period

Pursuant to § 54.153(b)(2)() and § 62.33(b)(2)(i). the EDCs and major NGDCs shall

report the number and percent of residential bills that the company failed to render

pursuant to § 56.11. The table below presents the average monthly percent of residen Jriol

bills that each magjor EDC failed to render once every billing period during 2000 2001
2002.

Electric Distribution Companies
Number and Percent® of Residential Bills
Not Rendered Once Every Blling Period

tomers

t also

ind

Percent Number Percent ,
Duqguesne 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Penn Power 3 00% 3 00% 1 00%
UGI-Electrnc 4 01% 8 01% 4 01%
GPU 1.631 18% 1,046 11% 141 01%
Allegheny Power 55 01% 88 01% 102 02%
PPL 907 08% 499 04% 470 04%
PECO 8.056** 47%** 9,120** 53%** 1,125 07%

* 12-month average '
* Reported numbers are higher than actual numbers due to computer errors caused by rebilling previously billed occounfs

PECO attributes the significant decrease in the number of bills it did not render 'ro
the installation of automated meter reading devices at residential properties, as well os to

revisions to the computer program that analyzes the meter readings. GPU ailso sugnlflccnﬂy
reduced the number of unbilled accounts. The company explains that the reduction isla
direct result of systemn enhancements and the completion of the merger reorgonjzofioh




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Residential Bills
Not Rendered Once Every Billing Period

Number Percent Number Perce'lnt
DG Energv 0 0% 0 0%l
Equitable 6 00% 7 00%

"Columbia 52 .00% 9 00%

FG 28 .02% 21 00%
UGI-Gas 1 .01% 16 01%

Dominion Peoples 938 .30% 352 L 11%

12-month average

Residential billing performance was stable for many of the NGDCs. Dominion Peoples
improved its performance from 2001 to 2002. The company attributes the improvement {o
the implementation of several management reporting tools that focus on improving ifs c'qoilh‘y
to bill all accounts each month.

2. Number and Percent of Bills to Smaill Business Customers Not Rendered Once
Every Billing Period

Both the EDC and the NGDC quality of service reporting requirements require the
companies report the number and percent of small business bills the companies failed to
render in accordance with 66 Pa.C.S. §1509. The reporting requirements at § 54.152 define a
small business customer as a person, sole proprietorship, partnership, corporation, associdtion
or other business that receives electric service under a small commercial, industrial or
business rate classification. In addition, the maximum registered peak load for the small
business customer must be less than 25 kilowatt hours within the last 12 months. Meonwhll
the NGDC reporting requirements at § 62.32 define a small business customer as a person, I
sole proprietorship, partnership, corporation, association or other business whose annual c';os
consumption does not exceed 300 thousand cubic feet (mcf). The tables on the followupg
page show the average number and percent of small business customers the major EDCs
and NGDCs did noft bill according to statute.

2002 Custorer Service Performiance Report




Electric Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Bills to Small Business
Customers Not Rendered Once Every Billing Period

: mpany
Duguesne 0 0%
enn Power 0 0%
UGI-Electric 1 .01% 1
'GP 560 .50% 94
' PPL 784 47%
Allegheny Power 92 12%
PECO 3,009 1.66%** 880

12-month average
* Reported numbers are higher than actual numbers due to computer errors caused by rebiling prevnously billed accounts

As with residential bills, PECO attributes the significant decrease in the number|c
not rendered to its installation of automated meter reading devices and to revisions tg
computer program that analyzes the meter readings. Similarly, GPU reports that sysTer
enhancements and the completion of the merger reorganization were responsible for
reduction in unbilled small business accounts. PPL reports that it closely monitored S
business accounts in 2002 to decrease the number of bills not rendered once every bi

period.

)
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Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Bills to Small Business
Customers Not Rendered Once/Billing Period

f bills

the

1
the

I
ng

Bt Ofs Percent Number

PG Energy 0 0% 0

Equitable 2 .00% 2 .00%
Columbia 40 .08% 10 0%
UGI-Gas 3 .01% 4 .02%
NFG 5 06% 3 .03%
Dominion Peoples 131 69% 44 .16%

12-month average

The above table presents the average monthly number and percent of bills fo s
business customers that each major NGDC failed to render once every billing period ¢
2002. As with residential bills, Dominion Peoples explains that it made enhancements t
management reporting tools to bill all accounts each month.

nall
uring




C. Meter Reading

Regular meter reading is important to produce accurate bills for customers who
expect to receive bills based on the amount of service they have
used. The Commission’s experience is that the lack of actual meter
readings generates complaints to companies, as well as to the
Commission. In both of the Final Rulemaking Orders establishing
Reporting Requirements for Quality of Service Benchmarks and
Standards (L-00000147 and L-970131), the Commission stated its
concern that regular meter reading may be one of the customer
service areas where EDCs and NGDCs might reduce service under
competition. The quality of service reporting requirements include
three measures of meter reading performance that correspond
with the meter-reading requirements of the Chapter 56 regulations
at § 56.12(4)(ii). § 56.12(4)(iiy and § 56.12(5)().

1. Number and Percent of Residential Meters Not Read By Company or
Customer in Six Months

Pursuant to § 56.12(4)(i), a utility may estimate the bill of a residential ratepayer if

utility personnel are unable to gain access to obtain an actual meter reading. However.,

at least every six months, the utility must obtain an actual meter reading or ratepayer
supplied reading to verify the accuracy of prior estimated bills. The quality of service

reporting requirements at § 54.153(b)(3)(i) require EDCs to report the number and percen

of residential meters for which they have failed to comply with § 56.12(4)(ii). The results a
compiled in the next table.

Electric Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Residential Meters Not Read
By Company or Customer in 6 Months

a——c-

o ompany. Percent | Number | Percent | Number Percent
UGI-Electric 3 .005% 1 .000% 0 0% |
Allegheny Power 52 .001% 76 010% 83 010%
PPL 46 .004% 270 .021% 270 021%
Dugquesne 146 .028% 442 .083% 146 .028%
Penn Power 1 001% 14 .009% 8 .062%
GPU 1,322 139% 875 .097% 729 .083%
PECO 15,000 806% 13,956 722% 8,841 440%

12-month average

.+ 2002 Customer Service Performance Report




PPL began a major project in 2002 to replace all of its meters with Automatic Mefer-
Reading (AMR) equipment. By the end of December 2002, the company had ms‘rolled over
400,000 new meters. As a result of this initiative, PPL expects the number of meters notread
will decrease in 2003.

GPU reports the data it submitted for this measure is overstated due to a programming
error. GPU contends the actual results would be a smaller percentage than reported ond
anticipates the problem should be corrected next year. 1

PECO is undergoing a mass installation of AMR meters in two counties, which
historically have had hard to access meters. As a result, PECO has significantly lmproved its
meter-reading performonce In addition, PECO reports its field representatives are |ns’ro|||ng
AMR meters when they gain access to no-read customer properties.

Duquesne was successful in rectifying the failure in its telephonic communications
system that it experienced in 2001. Duguesne’s meter-reading performance retumned fo ifs
prior level as reported in 2000.




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Residential Meters Not Read
By Company or Customer In 6 Months

Compan Percent Number n

PG Energy 30 .00% 7 .00%

Equitable 436 18% 380 16%

Dominion Peoples 2.901** .90% 1.025 32%

| Columbia 1,721 8% 1.084 .32%
NFG 432 26% 626 35%

UGI-Gas 1.705 .58% 2,288 16%

12-month average
Averages based on the 6-month averages (January-June and July-December)

The Reporting Requirements for Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards at
§ 62.33(b)(3)() require the major NGDCs to report the number and percent of residentia
meters for which the company has failed to obtain an actual or ratepayer supplied meter
reading within the past six months as required under § 56.12(4)(ii). The table above pres'enTs
the data that the companies reported for 2001 and 2002. Four of the six gas companies
improved performance from 2001 to 2002. The other two reported higher numbers for 2002
than they did for 2001. Dominion Peoples attributes its improvement to the developmenf
of reports in the company’s new customer accounting management system, reinstatement
of *no access” letters and increased emphasis by management on performance. As 'rhe'
footnote to the table indicates, Dominion was able to supply only a six-month average of
meter reading data for the first half of 2001, but was able to report monthly data for the !
latter half of the year. As a result, the 2001 statistics for Dominion were calculated based on
this limited information.

In the second quarter of 2002, Equitable added independent meter-reading
contractors to the meter-reading department to improve performance. In addition,
Equitable reports it regularly offers scheduled appointments and provides self-meter-reading
cards to customers where access is a problem.

PG Energy notes in the second half of 2002, customers refused meter-reader access
for its automated meter reading device installation program for hard to read meters. As o
result, the number of meters not read as required increased slightly during the last six mon‘r hs
of the year. UGI-Gas reports approximately 65 percent of its meters are located inside their
customer’s home. The company is hoping its recently developed plan to deal with non-
access to meters will improve the company’s ability to obtain timely meter readings in ’rhe
future. UGl is using a three-pronged approach to access “hard-to-access” meters: 1) forcge’r
these meters for remote meter reading devices; 2) notify customers with hard-to-access
meters by mail a week ahead of their scheduled meter reading dates, requesting either
access or a customer reading; and 3) obtain actual meter readings through the use of
additional employees at times other than regularly scheduled reading times.




2. Number and Percent of Residential Meters Not Read In 12 Months

Pursuant to § 56.12 (4)(iii)), a company may estimate the bill of a residential ratepayer

if company personnel are unable to gain access o obtain an actual meter reoding.'
However, at least once every 12 months, the company must obtain an actual meter,

reading

to verify the accuracy of either the estimated or ratepayer supplied readings. The I?'epon‘ing

Requirements for Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards at § 54.153(b)(3)(ii) rec

the EDCs to report the number and percent of residential meters for which they fail ’ro

uire
meet

the requirements of this section. The table below presents the statistics the EDCs submitted

to the Commission for this measure.

Electric Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Residential Meters Not Read

in 12 Months
Percent | Number
0%
Penn Power 0 0% 3 .002% 0 0%
PPL 8 001% 1 000% 0 0%
Allegheny Power 4 001% 5 000% 5 .000%
Duguesne 36 006% 63 .012% 7 .001%
GPU 456 048% 317 .035% 627 .070%
PECO 6,521 350% 12,196 .633% 8,052 400%

12-month average

is
aller
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As with the previous measure, GPU reports the data it submitted for this measure
overstated due to a programming error and contends the actual results would be a srT
percentage than reported. GPU expects to correct the problem next year with chong

the computer system that produces meter reading statistics. Also, in 2002, PECO sngmfnc*on’rly
when

reduced the 12-month average number of meters not read according to § 56. 12¢4) (it
compared with the 12-month average of 2001. PECO attributes this
improvement to its AMR meter installation project.




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number and Percent® of Residential Meters Not Read

In 12 Months
! Number Percent Number Percent
PG Energv 0 0% 0 0%!
| Columbia 1,035 .29% 440 13%
| Dominion Peoples 824** 26%** 115 .04%
'NFG 211 .13% 162 09%
UGI-Gas 602 20% 695 23%
Equitable 672 .29% 698 .30%

12-month average
Averages based on the 6é-month averages (January to June and July to December)

For the NGDCs, the quality of service reporting requirements at § 62.33(0)(3)(ii) require

the major NGDCs to report the number and percent of residential meters for which the
company failed to obtain an actual meter reading within the past 12 months. Equitable
reports 26 percent of its residential customers have meters inside their premises. The
company explains that meter readers attempt to obtain readings every other month but
are often unable to gain access due to no one being home. PG Energy reports it had
no meters that went unread for the past two years. As with meters not read in six months
Peoples attributed its improved performance in reading residential customer meters to its

new customer accounting management system, reinstatement of *no access” letters and

increased emphasis by management on performance.
3. Number and Percent of Residential Remote Meters Not Read in 5 Years

Pursuant to § 56.12(5)(i), a utility may render a bill on the basis of readings from a

—

remote reading device. However, the utility must obtain an actual meter reading at least

once every five years to verify the accuracy of the remote reading device. Under the
quality of service reporting requirements at § 54.153(3)(iii) and § 62.33(b)(3)(iii), each ED(,
and major NGDC must report to the Commission the number and percent of residential |
remote meters for which it failed to obtain an actual meter reading under the T|mefrome
described in Chapter 56. The tables on the following page show the data as reported by
major companies. \

the




Electric Distribution Companies
Number and Percent” of Residential Remote Meters
Not Read in 5 Years

s 1pany. Number | Percent Percent Number Percent
Duquesne 0 0% 0 0% 0 | 10%
UGI-Electric 0 0% 0 0% 0 | 10%
GPU 0 0% 0 0% 9 | 117%
PECO 438 19% 295 18% 74 23 44%
Allegheny Power** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Penn Power** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
PPL** N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

12-month Average
No remotely read meters

In its 2002 report to the Commission, GPU nofted the company had a project to

obtfain an actual read for each residential remote meter and to verify that the mdnce's are
synchronized. GPU is making special efforts to access the remaining unread meters by
sending letters to customers, leaving door hangers and attempting to read them dunng
normal cycle reading. PECO reports its gool is to have the number of unread remo’re me’rers
at zero by the end of 2003. The company’s "Hard To Access” team is aggressively purlsumg
these meters to read them and convert them to AMRs. As part of its mass installation @f
AMR meter program, PECO has reported that it is steadily replacing the number of rqmo’re
meters at residential properties with “direct interrogation” devices. As a result, olThough the
company is reducing the number of remote meters not read as required, the sTohshcs show
that these numbers represent an increasing percenfoge of the company’s total number of

remote meters.

Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number and Percent* of Residential Remote Meters Not Read
In Five Years

Number Percent Number Percent
Columbia 0 0% 0 0%
Dominion Peoples 0 0% 0 0%
PG Energy 0 0% 0 0%
Equitable 70 42% 104 79%
NFG 67 2.50% 53 2 10%
UGI-Gas 1,739 10 50%** 806 5 04%

12-month average

Percent revised from 2001 report based on correchion by UGI-Gas For 2001, the company had incorrectly reported
the percent based on its total number of residential meters rather than on the number of the company’s remote
residenhal meters




PG Energy notes, as of 2002, no residential remote meters have been in place for more |’rhon :

five years. Equitable reports it had installed a larger volume of remote devices ’rhrougho Ut

1997, that were due for five-year readings in 2002. The company did not read ali of ’rhem
and thus the number and percent of meters not read as required increased from 2001 to
2002.

Last year, UGI-Gas accurately reported the number of residential meters not reod
in five years. However, the percentage figure that UGI reported was incorrect. UGI hod

calculated the percentage based on their total number of residential meters rather that 'on

I
its number of residential remote meters. UGI has since corrected this error, and, as a resu1|

It,

the percentage figure in the above table has been revised from last year’s quality of servnoe

report to represent the true percentage of remote meters that were not read as requnred
regulation.

D. Response to Disputes

When a ratepayer registers a dispute with a utility about any matter covered by
Chapter 56 regulations, each utility covered by the regulations must issue its report to The
complaining party within 30 days of the initiation of the dispute pursuant to § 56.151(5). A

complaint or dispute filed with a company is not necessarily a negative indicator of serwc:

quality. However, a company'’s failure to promptly respond to the customer’s complonnT
may be an indication of poor service. Further, to respond beyond the 30-day limit is an
infraction of § 56.151(5) and the cause of complaints to the Commission.

1. Number of Residential Disputes that Did Not Receive a Response within 30 Days

The Reporting Requirements for Quality of Service Benchmarks and Standards at
§ 54.153(b)(4) and § 62.33(b)(4) require each EDC and major NGDC tfo report to the
Commission the actual number of disputes for which the company did not provide a
response within 30 days as required under the Chapter 56 regulations. The following two
tables present this information as reported by the companies. ‘

by
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Electric Distribution Companies
Number of Residential Disputes That Did Not
Recelve a Response within 30 Days

Penn Power 4 3 1
UGI-Electric 8 8 7
PECO 295 156* 55
Duquesne 11 146 164
Allegheny Power 675 205 287
GPU 305 416 686
PPL 2.374 3,209 1,587

Due to computer problems, PECO was not able to report this information for the first
seven months of 2001 This number Is from the lafter five months of the year

GPU reports in the beginning of 2002, the number of disputes not handled wn‘hln 30
days was high due to newer representatives who were not familiar with the compony S...
winter high bill and dispute processes. The company provided extensive training to l’rs
representatives in July, and, as a result, GPU reports the number not handled within 30 days
was drastically reduced.

Duquesne reports a marked increase in the number of complaints not issued w fhln 30
days due to an increase in the volume of customer inquiries and complaints. Estimated bills
and subsequent make-up bills were responsible for the increase. Duquesne further reb'orrs
this problem ceased in the latter quarter of the year and the number of disputes not handled
within the required number of days significantly decreased.

PPL made notable progress in reducing the number of disputes open over 30
days. PPL attributes the progress to process improvements, more training and increased
communications.

PECO reports it continued to monitor disputes not closed timely in 2002. The company
said it identified opportunities for improvement in cases involving the recent addition of
e-bill options and the need to issue a company report when field visits are required atia
customer’s property to resolve a high bill dispute.




Natural Gas Distribution Companies
Number of Residential Disputes That Did Not Receive
A Response Within 30 Days

PG Energy 0 0
NFG 22 5
Equitable ® 18 26
Columbia 220 96
UGI-Gas 301 160
Dominion Peoples 133 1,806

PG Energy reports it maintains a daily log of open disputes to ensure that all cusTo*rers

receive an initial response within 30 days. As a result, PG Energy reports it had no dlspufe<
opened greater than 30 days for the past two years.

In January 2002, Dominion Peoples reports it implemented a new online method for

placing accounts in dispute status. According to the company, this more accurate meons

of establishing and fracking accounts initially provided for “somewhat inflated numbers”
due fo learning curve issues. Management placed considerable emphasis on employee

education and process refinements to produce significant improvement during the seco'nd \

half of the year. Thus, for December, Dominion Peoples reports it had no disputes opened

more than 30 days without a dispute report as compared to hcvmg had 497 such dlspu‘res in

January.

UGI-Gas reduced customer disputes that went over the 30-day limit during 2002. In
January 2002, UGI reported it had 34 disputes not issued a company report within 30 dcys

November, the company reported no disputes that had gone beyond the 30-day limit. The
company explains that both process and personnel changes took place during the yeor fo
yield improvement in handling disputes more promptly.

By



In conformonce wu’rh the I?eporf/ng I?eqwremenfs for Qualn‘y of Serwce Benchrr]varks
and Standards at § 54.154 for the EDCs and § 62.34 for the major NGDCs, the componles are
to report to the Commission the results of telephone transaction surveys of customers 'who
have had interactions with the company.

The purpose of the transaction surveys is to assess the customer’s perception regording
this recent interaction. The regulations specify that the survey questions are to meosure
access to the company, employee courtesy, employee knowledge, promptness of ’rhe EDC
or NGDC response or visit, timeliness of the company response or visit and satisfaction with
the handling of the interaction.

The EDCs and NGDCs must carry out the transaction survey process using survey
questionnaires and procedures that provide the Commission with uniform data to d|recﬂy
compare customer service performance among EDCs and NGDCs in Pennsylvania. /\A
survey working group composed of EDC representatives and Commission staff deSIgr ed the
EDC survey gquestionnaire and survey procedures in 1999. The first surveys of EDC customers
were conducted in 2000. In 2001, the NGDCs formed a survey working group to de5|gn the
survey questionnaire and survey procedures. The NGDCs agreed to use the same bos C
survey as the EDCs with similar procedures The survey of NGDC cusTomers was conducted

for the first time in 2002.

Both working groups decided that the focus of the surveys should be on reSIdenTiol
and small business customers who have recently contacted their company. The work|r|wg
groups agreed that industrial customers and large commercial customers should not be
included in the survey since these large customers have specific representatives within!their
respective companies with whom they discuss any problems, concerns and issues, on‘ thus
should be excluded from the survey. For both the EDCs and the NGDCs, the survey somple
also excludes all fransactions that result from company outbound calling progroms orlother
correspondence. However, fransactions with consumers who use a company'’s automated
telephone system exclusively, as well as those who contact their company by personal visit
are eligible to be surveyed.

In the three years of the EDC survey, six of the major EDCs used a common survey
company. Technical limitations precluded the seventh company from using this survey|
company to conduct the survey of its customers. This EDC used a different lndependen’f
research firm to conduct the survey and compile the results. However, the EDC used |The
same sampling and other survey procedures, as well as the same questionnaire. The EDCs
agree the Commission and others can use the survey results to directly compare EDC
customer service performance. All of the major NGDCs agreed to use one survey company
to conduct the survey and compile survey resuits.




Each month, the EDCs and NGDCs randomly select a sample of tfransaction records -
for consumers who have contacted them within the past 30 days. The companies
transmit the sample lists o the research firms. The research firms randomly select individual
consumers from the sample lists. The survey firms contact individual consumers in the
samples until they meet a monthly quota of completed surveys for each company.

Each year, the survey firms complete approximately 700 surveys for each EDC
or NGDC. With a sample of this size, there is a 95 percent probability the results have a
statistical precision of plus or minus five percentage points of what the results would be if all
customers who had contacted their EDC or NGDC had been surveyed. Thus, the sampling
plan meets the requirements of § 54.154(5) and § 62.34(5) that specify that the survey results
must be statistically valid within plus or minus 5 percent.

Survey working group members from both industries agreed the 700 completed
surveys should include 200 contacts about credit and collection issues and 500 contacts
about all other types of issues. Under this plan, the credit and collection contacts do no"r
dominate survey results, Credit and collection contacts are from customers who need to
make payment arrangements, customers who received termination notices or had service
terminated, those who are requested to pay security deposits and others with bill payment
problems. Consumer contacts about other issues include calls about billing questions and
disputes, installation of service requests, metering problems, outage reporting. questions

about choosing an alternative supplier and a variety of other reasons.

This report summarizes the 2000-2002 EDC survey data and the 2002 NGDC survey data

info the charts and tables that appear later in this chapter and in the appendices. For the
EDCs, the chapter presents the results from the 2002 surveys while Appendix A presents a
comparison of results from the past three years. Appendix A also includes additional detai
of the EDC survey results. Last year was the first year that the NGDCs conducted a survey: as
a result there are no tables offering comparison data from prior years for the gas componles
However, Appendix B presents detailed results from the 2002 survey. Both Appendix A ond B

provide information about the number and type of consumers who participated in the 2002

surveys as well as the average number of residential customer each EDC and NGDC serves.
In all charts and tables related to the surveys, *don’t know” and “refused” responses to

survey questions were removed from the analysis.




A. Reaching the Company

One of the first survey questions each of the surveys asks the consumer, "How <cn’risfied

were you with the ease of reaching the EDC or the NGDC?” The bar charts that foIIow

present the percent of consumers who indicated satisfaction with the initial stage of their
contact with the company. The Commission believes a company should offer reasonable

telephone access to its customers. Customers must be able to readily contact their ‘
company with questions, complaints, requests for service and to report service oufog s

and other service problems. For 2002, the average of the percents of EDC cus‘romers
who responded that they were either “satisfied” or “somewhat satisfied” with the eose
of reaching the company is 87 percent. Survey results from the 2001 and 2000 surveys
are available in Appendix A, Table 1. For NGDCs, the average of the percents of NGDC

wuw

consumers who responded that they were either
ease of reaching the company is 92 percent.

Satisfaction With the Ease of Reaching
the Electric Distribution Company

satisfied” or “somewhat satisfied” WITh the

2002

Penn Power |54 ari] 90%
PPL e G e 2% ] 90%
GPU | s 550 90%
Aliegheny Power [ VT B o 26%: k| 90%
UGI-Electric 89%

PECO k- GEE 54 R ".'%"*'*'.‘--"i%w‘*‘?--zs“lﬁ-éﬁf‘* ini] 82%

Duquesne l 80%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Very Satisfied @ Somewhat Satisfied

90% 100%




Satisfaction with the Ease of Reaching
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B. Automated Phone Sysfems

Survey interviewers ask consumers other questions about the preliminary stages of their
contact with the EDC or NGDC. All EDCs and all but one of the NGDCs use an automated
telephone system to filter calls to save time and money when dealing with consumer calls.
(NFG does not use an automated telephone system at its call center.) The surveys ask
consumers several questions about their experience with using the automated systems. The
charts that follow present the level of satisfaction consumers expressed about using the
EDCs’ or NGDCs’ automated telephone systems.




Satisfaction With Using an Electric Distribution Company’s
Automated Phone System
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On average, 78 percent of EDC consumers reported being either satisfied or

somewhat satisfied with the EDCs’ automated phone system. Appendix A, Table 3 presents

other details of consumers’ perceptions of using their EDCs’ automated phone sysTems'.

The chart on the following page presents the survey findings regarding the perc phons

of NGDC consumers regarding the NGDC telephone systems. It shows, for the major N|GDCs

83 percent of NGDC consumers reported satisfaction with using the automated sys’rems.
NFG does not use an automated phone system to route consumer calls so NFG is not

included in the chart. Appendix B, Table 2 presents other details of customers’ perception
of using the NGDCs’ automated systems.
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C. Company Representatives

. Asindicated in Appendix A, Table 6, an average of 89 percent of surveyed EDC
customers indicated they had spoken with a company representative during their most
recent interaction with the company. Appendix B, Table 4 shows, on average, 97 percent
of NGDC consumers indicated they spoke with an NGDC representative during the mos’r
recent interaction they had with the company. Each consumer who indicated that 'rhey
had spoken with a company representative was asked the following question: “Thinking
about your conversation, how satisfied were you with the way in which the company
representative handled your contact?” The following tables show the consumers’ level 6
satisfaction with this interaction.

—
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Satisfaction with the Electric Distribution Company
Representative’s Handling of the Contact
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On average in 2002, 89 percent of EDC consumers indicated being either “somewhat
satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the way the company representative handled the consumer
contact. Appendix A, Table 1B provides results from 2000 through 2002 regarding consumer
satisfaction with how EDC representatives handled the contact to the EDC.

The following chart shows that in 2002, on average, 94 percent of NGDC consumers
indicated they were either “somewhat satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the way the
company representative handled the interaction.




Satisfaction with the Natural Gas Distribution Company
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A consumer’s overall rating of satisfaction with the company representative’s
handling of the contact may be influenced by several factors, including the courtesy anc
knowledge of the representatives. The reporting requirements specify the tfransaction survey
questionnaire must measure consumers’ perceptions of employee courtesy and knowledge.
The following tables show the EDC and NGDC consumers’ 2002 ratings of these attributes of
the company representatives with whom they interacted. Appendix A, Tables 4A and 4B
provide a comparison of 2000, 2001 and 2002 ratings of the EDC representatives.




Consumer Ratings of
Electric Distribution Company Representatives
2002

., it w3 i i . RS
GPU 8% 87% 15% 79%
Penn Power 9% 88% 15% 78%
Allegheny Power 9% 86% 18% - 73%
PPL 8% 85% 18% 76%
UGI-Electric 11% 78% 19% 73%
Duquesne 12% 81% 23% 67%
PECO 13% 76% 21% 65%
Average 10% 83% 18% 73%

On average, 93 percent of consumers indicated the company person they spoke
with was either “very courteous” or “somewhat courteous” with the vast majority indicating
the representative was “very courfeous.” An average of 91 percent rated the company
representative as "very knowledgeable” or “somewhat knowledgeable”; the vast mcj'ori‘ry
gave a “very knowledgeable” rating.

Consumer Ratings of
Natural Gas Distribution Company Representatives
2002

wzompany: Courteous Knowledgéable: |- Knowledgeabl
Columbia 4% 92% 8% 88%
Equitable 4% 93% 9% 86%
UGI-Gas 5% 91% 8% 87%
PG Energy 5% 91% 10% 85%
Dominion Peoples 6% 91% 12% 82%
NFG 5% 89% 9% 85%
Average 5% 91% 9% 86%

In the first year of the survey, on average, 96 percent of consumers rated NGDC
representatives as either “very courteous” or “somewhat courteous.” In addition, 95 percent
of NGDC consumers rated company representatives as either “very knowledgeable” or
“somewhat knowledgeable.”
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Electric Distribution Company Representatives
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Penn Power 9% 88% 15% | 78%
Allegheny Power 9% 86% 18% ' 73%
PPL 8% 85% 18% | 76%
UGI-Electric 11% 78% 19% ' 73%
Duquesne 12% 81% 23% | 67%
PECO 13% 76% 21% 1 65%
Average 10% 83% 18% l 73%
On average, 93 percent of consumers indicated the company person They spoke

with was either “very courteous” or “somewhat courteous” with the vast mo;on‘ry indic
the representative was “very courteous.” An average of 91 percent rated the Compo
representative as “very knowledgeable” or “somewhat knowledgeable”: the vos’r maj
gave a “very knowledgeable” rafing.
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In the first year of the survey, on overoge 96 percent of consumers rated NGDC
representatives as either “very courteous” or “somewhat courteous.” In c:ddmon 95 pe
of NGDC consumers rated company representatives as either “very knowledgeoble o
“somewhat knowledgeable.”
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D. Overall Satisfaction ' |
Consumers use a variety of factors to determine their overall level of soﬁsf%ocﬂon with

a utility company. The ease of recching the company may be the beginning factor. |Other
factors include the use of the company’s automated telephone system, the wait to spe ok to
a company representative and the courtesy and knowledge of that represen’rcmve If o field
visit is part of the interaction, this, too, would affect the consumer’s overall ossessmen’r The

tables that follow present the 2002 survey findings regarding overall satisfaction wn‘rh EDC and
NGDC quality of service. l

Overall Satisfaction With
Electric Distribution Company’s
Quality of Service During Recent Contact
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The chart above presents the results of the responses to the question, “Cons‘;idering
all aspects of recent contact with the company, how safisfied were you with the quality
of service provided by the company?” In 2002, the EDC industry average showed that
86 percent of consumers were satisfied (68 percent very satisfied) with the overali .quoliw
of service they received from their EDCs. Appendix A, Table 1B provides 2000, 2001 and
2002 results regarding EDC overall customer satisfaction.
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Overall Satisfaction with
Natural Gas Distribution Company’s
Quality of Service During Recent Contact
2002
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In 2002, the first year of the NGDC survey, the industry average for overall satisfaction
with NGDC service is 91 percent (78 percent were very satisfied). The above chart shl ws the
percent of consumers who indicated satisfaction in response to the question: “Con3|d 2ring

all aspects of recent contact with the NGDC, how satisfied were you with the quoln‘y of the
service provided by the NGDC?”
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As indicated in the introduction to the section on customer surveys, the companies
and survey firms divided consumer contacts into credit and collection contacts dnd
contacts about other matters. Members of both working groups had expressed concern
that the satisfaction level of consumers who had contacted the companies about Credl{f
and collection issues would negatively influence the overall satisfaction ratings. However,
for the EDCs, the opposite proved to be true in all three years that the survey has been
conducted. For all EDCs in 2002, a greater percentage of customers who com‘ocTed the
EDC about credit and collection issues responded that they were either “very so’nsfled
or “somewhat satisfied” than the consumers who contacted the EDC about oThen issues.

Appendix A, Table 2 presents the level of satisfaction by these two categories of contacts as
well at the overall satisfaction level for each of the EDCs. |

Although the NGDC survey results show there was a two percentage point difference
between consumers who contacted the NGDCs about credit and collection issues as
compared with those who contacted the companies about other matters, this differenc
is not statistically significant. The results are similar for the individual NGDCs. For four of th
six NGDC:s, a slightly lower percentage of consumers who contacted the company abol
credit and collection issues reported being “very or somewhat satisfied” than consume ‘
who contacted these companies about biling or service problems, connect/disconnect
requests, choice questions or miscellaneous issues. For one company, the credit ond
collection group gave the company a higher rating than the others. The sixth compony S,
overall satisfaction ratings were the same in both categories. However, given the 05 percent
confidence level of the survey results, only differences of more than five percentage points
are significant. Thus, there is no difference in satisfaction levels between consumers who
contacted a NGDC about collection issue and those who contacted the componles ob out
other matters. Appendix B, Table 1 presents the 2002 overall satisfaction levels of NGDC

consumers who contacted the NGDCs about credit and collection and non- credl’r and
collection issues. !
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This report fulfills the Commission’s responsibility to summarize the quality
of service statistics that the EDCs and NGDCs reported to the Commission. The
companies will continue to report data annually to the Commission. The Telepr one
access, biling, meter-reading and dispute data is due to the Commission; on Februcry
1 of each year. On April 1 of each year, the Commission is to receive the resul' $
of the customer surveys conducted during the previous year. The BCS regor’r L{fllfy
Consumer Activities Report and Evaluation, will again provide statistics associated
with 2002 consumer complaints and payment arrangement requests filed with|the
Commission by the customers of the major EDCs and NGDC:s. [

|

The Commission uses three sources of data to obtain as complete a pictt
as possible of the quality of customer service experienced by customers of the
major electric and gas companies. The first source is the company ifself that reports
telephone access statistics, number of bills not rendered monthly to reside'n’riol and
commercial customers, meters not read according to Chapter 56 regulcmons and
disputes not handled within 30 days. The Commission uses consumer Complom’rs
and payment arrangement requests filed with the Commission by the customers
of the EDCs and NGDCs as a second source of data. As noted in the m’rroducﬁ
2002 data on informal complaint and payment arrangement requests flled withthe
Commission will be reported in the Commission’s annual UCARE report in October
2003. Finally, the Commission uses the results of the surveys of the compcnles
customers who have had customer-initiated contacts with the companies. Thls
latter source of information tells the Commission about the ease of contacting the
companies, the consumers’ view of the knowledge and CourTesy of the compc:nles’
customer service representatives, as well as the consumers’ overall scl’nsfoc’non with
the way the company handled the contacts.
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All of this information allows the Commission to monitor the quality of the EDCs’
and NGDCs’ customer service performance. As the Commission fulfills its responsibility
to ensure that the level of service quality provided to customers does not deTer orate
under competition, in the near future it will move toward the establishment of
benchmarks and standards regarding the various measures presented in this report.
The establishment of benchmarks and standards for performance will be the subject
of a separate proceeding. In the meantime, the Commission will keep close watch
on the data drawn from its various sources of information regarding this |mpor’ro 1
aspect of company performance.
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The survey results show, for the most poﬁ customers are satisfied with the service

they receive from their companies. The comparison of 2000, 2001 and 2002 surve'y
results indicates no apparent deterioration in EDC service to customers during ’rhcﬁ

fime period. On the other hand, the company-reported performance dcfollndlccn‘es

there is room for improvement on the part of Pennsylvania’s major electric and gas
companies. For example, the number of accounts not billed, meters not read and

complaints not responded to within 30 days represent infractions of the Chapter
56 regulations. For some EDCs and NGDCs, performance on these measures has
improved, but, for others, perfformance has either been stable or has deteriorated
In addition, although some companies have improved their telephone access

stafistics, access remains at a less than desirable level. As a result, customers of these

companies contact the Commission to report access problems. The Commission
closely monitors the company performance on these measures through ’rhelr repo
statistics and through compilaints to the Bureau of Consumer Services. i

§
!

The analysis provided by both the EDCs and the NGDCs regarding ’rheé

company-reported statistics show the various measures prescribed by the reporting

requirements are inter-related. Often, the level of performance on one of the
measures directly affects a company’s performance on one or more of the o’rher

measures. For example, if a company fails o obtain actual meter readings for long

periods of time, it may underestimate the customers’ usage. When the company
does get actual reads, the make-up bills may cause the customers to calll The
company generating increased volumes of complaints, This may affect ’relephon
access statistics. Further, as several companies have pointed out, an |ncreo$ed
volume of complaints often leads to the companies not being able to handle the

()

disputes in a timely manner and the failure to issue reports to the disputes within the

required 30-day timeframe. Later, such behavior may influence customer survey
results and generate consumer complaints with the Commission. Finally, Commissig
review of the complaints may generate high justified consumer complaint raTes as
well as high infraction rates. i

In the near future, the Commission plans to propose quality of service i
benchmarks and standards for the various measures included in the reporting
requirements. Once the Commission sets criteria, the companies and others will be
able to judge their customer-service performance by comparing themselves! wn’rh t
benchmarks and standards set in regulation.
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EXHIB}lT MDG ROSPUT

invigorated by the debate and the creativity 1t engenders Central to our culture change process, honestyfis
the framework through which all of our discourse at AGL takes place

We've talked about value a great deal already. but I'll stress 1t again because we stress 1t every day with our
employees We look to our employees to ask themselves every single day they're on the job “How can I add
value today?” And they do Our employees are not afraid to come to management and say. “I think we
could do this better ”  That atutude that says, “we're never quite there,” has led to remarkable improvements
across our business Consider the following

e Leak response time (dramatically reduced amount of time 1t takes to respond to emergency leak calls)
e Appomntment attamment percentages (have increased our on-ume percentage significantly)

e Payment history improvement (SouthStar) (have maintained consistent market share while
aggresstvely reducing our bad debt expense and improving our collections process)

e Hold and handle times at Customer Care Center
e Unt cost per new meter
o Consistenty low VaR calculations

e How we file our 10-Q’s simultaneous with our earnings release and financial statements each quarter
- another example of our commitment to the investment community to provide as much earnings
visibility and transparency as possible

I could say that, in light of recent corporate scandals, our third value of working “inside the hines” should
stand out n importance, but it always has at AGL Resources  We will never undertake actions that could be
deemed questionable to the people who make the rules around our business There 1s no value in that We

will continue to work nside the lines n every decision we consider and in the implementation of every
practice In fact, we recently sent out a revised copy of our code of business conduct, and to ensure thalt
these principles and practices are top-of-mind for each employee in the company, we created this calendar to
serve as a daily remunder of what we stand for and how we conduct business

Our fourth value 1s to embody what we call a “generosity of spint * In 2002, our employees contnbuteld
more than 32,000 volunteer hours to the communities we live in — and- that 1s just counting the hours that
they report n our V-Force volunteer mitiative  Many contribute even more on therr own ume  The st of
activities we support 1s diverse and, I hope, representative of the needs of the communites we serve We are
starting work on our third Habitat for Humanity project this year — we've commutted to doing five overf a
five-year period Our employees 1n several states participate in walks for the American Cancer Society. the
March of Dimes, and various AIDS organizauons  Virgima employees leap into icy waters in the Polar
Plunge for Special Olympics, and Chattanooga employees support the Chamblis Home for Children  In
Texas, we support the Depelchin Home for Children The hist goes on and on, as does our employees’
commitment to therr families, neighbors and commumnities I see this generosity of spirit every day, in voice
mails, emails, newsletters, and conversations with employees There's no meanness in this company  We
help one another through life’s vicissitudes — and we have enough energy left over to help those we don't

even know Our community mvolvement motto 1s apt “We put our energy here, at AGL Resources

On that note, I'd like to recognize one employee 1n partcular as our V-Force Volunteer of the Year He's
here today. but I don't think he knows he’s being recognized for this award  nothing like surprising ;!)eople'

. This employee has given countless hours of his time and energy toward so many worthwhile projects that 1t's
hard to hst them all I'm going to ask Timothy Dasher, who 1s a meter reader from our Savannah service
center, to join me at the podium to accept the award as the AGL Resources Volunteer of the Year

|
Tim, the list of volunteer accomplishments 1s pretty long! One thing I should tell you all about Tim 1s that he
15 actually a fairly new addition to the AGL family He started working for us in September of last year And
in just a short ume period, he already has made his spint of volunteerism felt in our company Last fall} when
the Savannah employees had a toy drive for Backus Children’s Hospital, which 1s part of the Chlldren's:
Miracle Network, Tim brought in 386 toys! He and his family participated in the Diabetes Walk in October,
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and he 1s now the captain of his team for the March of Dimes crusade, and has participated in a number of
recent events to support this worthy cause Tim, we are extremely proud of your volunteer spirit and, in
recognition of your efforts, I would like to present you with this clock and a ceruficate for $500, for you to
.donate to the chanty of your choice

And that's a perfect lead-in to the final group I want to menton, which is the one that makes 1t all happen

our employees Twenty-two hundred of the most commutted individuals with whom I've had the privilege
to work People who go the extra mile  We seem to ask more and more of them, given the realities ofjthe
economy, the expectations from the financial community, and our own drive to be a great company And
they keep delivering It i1s because of this quality of contributions by our employees that I can stand up|here
today and talk about what a successful year we had in 2002 and how we're going to do.it again in 2003

With that in mund. and reflecting on what I said earlier about our commitment to the highest standards of

ethics and corporate governance, | have challenged our management team to think about the "prism tt‘xrough
which we view the world * We all are laser-focused on results, but we must also remain vigilant about ‘the

way in which we achieve those results and both the short- and long-term effects of our actions as a company
As you watch our progress and the milestones of our accomplhishments, you will continue to see that this 1s an
unwavering commtment — and that all of our achievements are made within the scope of these valuesjand
principles

Last year in our annual report we introduced the concept that the value was “here” at AGL Resources' Our
success n 2003 1s about continuing to find the value

As we clearly outlined 1n our annual report just published a month or so ago, &t 1s in developing better
relationships with our markets and other constituencies It 1s in strengthening our finances It 1s in flawlessly
executing our business plans And, finally, the value of this company 1s in expanding our assets and using

them wisely — and safely

Every day we are working hard to show you that the real value 1s stl here at AGL Resources

Thank you for your continued ownership n, and support of, our company

Sincerely,

Hanse
Paula G Rosput

Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer
AGL Resources

|
|
|
i
|
|
|
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PRESENTATION TO AGL RESOURCES’ SHAREHOLDERS
ANNUAL SHAREHOLDER MEETING
April 16, 2003, 10:30 a.m.

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen [ am extremely pleased to be hosting this year’s annual meeting a
site of our new Atlanta headquarters building This 1s indeed an historic occasion It's been more than
years since all of our Atlanta corporate employees have been together in a state-of-the art headquarters
Today is also historic because we are here to review what was an extraordinary year 2002 was for our
company

It was a year in which we posted the highest earnings per share in our history It was a year 1n which our
stock achieved the highest price in its history This winter, we broke all previous records for peak-day send-
out 1n all three of our utihities Furthermore, we have now exceeded all previous records for the numbér of
customers connected to our utihty systems As we sit here, nearly 1 9 mullion customers are enjoying the
benefits of being served by our utility systems So despite the challenges we faced during the year, as a nation
and as an industry, your company emerged stronger and healthier than ever before

Our success during these difficult times 1s no accident It 1s a result of hard work, paying attention to the
details, and staying the course in implementing a business plan that works Those of you who have followed
this management team for the last three-plus years know we work ceaselessly to deliver superior returns to
you, our shareholders

I want to do three things in my remarks today First, I'll review with you the goals we established for 2002
and the progress we made in achieving those goals Then, I will share with you the goals we have set fc')r
ourselves for 2003 and how we plan to achieve them Along the way, I will try to update you on some of the
challenges we face in the natural gas sector Finally, I will talk a little about our corporate values A nu‘mber

of you thought - and were probably right - that there was a ume in the late 1990’s when we “lost our way "1
want to assure you that as we have achieved business success in the more recent past, we are also a company
with a soul  So I will share with you the values which we embrace and which are the core of the way we
conduct our busmness |

i
The first goal we set for ourselves in 2002 was to “improve earmings © The measure of our success 1n |
achieving this goal 1s clear  We reported $1 84 per share for the year, a 19 percent increase over the previous
year - and, as I mentioned earlier, record earnings results for our company We surpassed Wall Street’s
expectations 1n each and every quarter of 2002

When we held our annual nvestor meeting with Wall Street representatives just before the beginning of 2002,
I sensed from a few of our analysts a bit of imphed criticism  “Show us your strategy.” they seemed to !be
saying “Show us that AGL 1s more than a company of tactics © While we typically histen closely to the,
feedback we get from our analysts, I have to admit we largely ignored these sentiments because we realized
that with the growing turbulence 1n the energy sector, day-in and day-out execution was going to be thelcnncal
success factor

So rather than trot out a “new and improved” strategy, we told Wall Street that we were going to stay with
the course we had set - to stay m our energy and infrastructure businesses We were just going to execute in
these businesses with precision  So, beyond the numbers, what I'm most proud of is the way in which we
achieved these results We did 1t the hard way — by sticking to our fundamental business plan, by focusmg on
the details at every level of management, by making every employee accountable for their results, by keeping a
relentless focus on improvement [

The strong earmings improvement was reflected in the performance of our stock in 2002 We achleved a
record-high share price of $25 00 in December 2002, and finished the year at $24 30 — 6 percent hlgher than

our closing price for the previous year !

We delivered a total return to shareholders of nearly 11 percent for the year, far outpacing our lndustrylpeers
and the broad market, as measured by the S&P 500 Our relatve performance against our industry peers 1s
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even more compelling when you consider that nearly all the utiities with whom we compare ourselves are,
like AGL, consistent dividend -paying stocks, with an average yield close to our current yreld of 4 5 percent
The pont 1s that many of these stocks suffered significant declines mn their share price and performed poorly
on a total return basis, despite being buoyed by the dividend

Our core earmngs trajectory has gone from $1 36 1n 2000, to $1 54 m 2001, and $1 84 1n 2002 Thus level of
earmings growth represents a 16 percent compound annual growth rate, compared with an average compound
annual growth rate for our industry peers of negative 1 percent |

Our stock price performance over the three-year period has sigmficantly outpaced that of our peers and the
overall market And in terms of three-year total return, AGL has delivered a 67 percent return to
shareholders, compared with 28 percent for our peer group and negative 38 percent for the S&P 500 So-
while our 2002 results are impressive, they reflect a pattern of success that we have been able to sustan!over a
sigruficant period of time '

It's also interesting to compare our results to broad industry Our stock has held its own very well agamst
many of the blue-chip companies in our economy We have been trading in the range of 90 to 95 percent of
our 52-week high the past few weeks, while most of the major stocks in the Dow Jones Industral Average
have not fared so well Even the perenmial mvestor favorites such as IBM (80%), Wal-Mart (86%) — even
Microsoft (§79) - have struggled in getting back to their 52-week high trading levels

[
Looking at our mndustry specifically, we see the same trend AGL contnues to outperform its peer group -
and In some cases, by a substanual margmn — with respect to how the stock has fared relatve to 1ts hlgh iover
the past year l

Turning to our second goal for 2002, we said we wanted to “change the regulatory paradigm " In simple
terms, we wanted to 1mprove our relationships with the regulators in each of our three utity service areas

More than the relationship, we wanted to change the framework where every ime we had some earnmgs
success, regulators would feel compelled to seek to reduce our rates We needed to create a paradigm where
both the regulators and the company would operate under the same incentives to be efficient and wher'e the
sharing between shareholders and customers was well-understood and fair We accomplished more in this
area 1n one year than I ever imagmed we could

In Georgia, our largest service area, we entered last year in the mudst of a rate review by the Georgia Public
Service Commussion In late April, we reached a settlement with the Commussion that i our view was
favorable for the company while providing significant immediate and ongoing benefits for consumers in the
state  As part of the settlement, we reduced rates in Georgia by $10 mulhion, although the earnings lmpﬁact was
substantially offset by a negotiated change in our depreciation rates going forward Importantly, the
settlement also put in place a performance-based rate plan that provides incentives for the company to grow
the business and achieve or surpass its authonized return levels, because doing so will benefit both the
shareholders and customers through an innovative sharing arrangement when our returns exceed certain
levels It's fair to say that the settlement was good for all parties mvolved — the “give and take” with the
Georgia commussion throughout the process has led to a more cooperative and constructive regulatory
relationship here than we have had in many, many years

In Virginia, our second-largest service area, we also achieved a significant regulatory “win” for both the
company and its customers Since acquiring Virginia Natural Gas in late 2000, we have had some challenges
around the seasonality of the earnings that busimess generates Obviously, as with most utilities that have
seasonal operations, when 1t was colder-than-normal by a certan factor in Virginia, we usually made more
money, as you would expect But the problem was that when it was warmer-than-normal by that samer factor,

our earnings were reduced by disproportionately larger amounts l

|
Our solution 1 Virginia was to seek a weather normalizauon adjustment (WNA) that would introduce ‘more

predictability in VNG's earnings and cash flows, whie stabilizing the unpredictable price fluctuations for
customers during the winter heating season We were successful in working with the Virginia State :
Corporation Commussion toward this goal, and our WNA program was approved in September 2002 and
implemented during the November billing cycle The program has been well-recerved in Virginia and already
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has provided significant benefits to customers through credits on their bills, while enabling the company to
better predict its cash flows and earnings contributions from VNG

Customers in Georgia and Virginia benefited from our success in 2002, as well, through our contributions to
the Universal Service Fund in Georgia and asset management refunds in Virgmia  Our asset management
business, Sequent Energy Management, works closely with our utilities to maximize the value of our plp’elme
capacity and storage assets Our success n understanding and capturing the value of otherwise 1dle or
underutilized utihity assets has enabled these sharing arrangements that are benefiung customers in our utihity
service areas Across the three jurisdictions, Sequent's activities resuited 1n credits to customers or
contributions to the Universal Service Fund of nearly $3 mullion in 2002, and our asset management activies
for the past two years have contributed more than $10 mullion in customer benefits Meanwhile, Sequeqt has
been allowed to grow and flourish and is now one of the most active asset management and trading partners
n the southeast

The third major goal we outlined for 2002 was to accelerate the development of our dark fiber
telecommunications business, AGL Networks

When I spoke to you last year, we had just completed the purchase of a then-incomplete 175-mile Atlanta
network from a bankrupt telecommunications company and we were in the process of signing up the mitial
anchor tenants for the network We've now signed contracts with such Fortune 500 comparues as Sprint and
AT&T. and with a number of academic mstitutions and enterprise customers such as Emory University;
Morehouse School of Medicine, and Turner Broadcasting System

In 2003, we will continue to focus our efforts on selling the remainder of our Atlanta capacity while bu1ldmg
relationships with customers in our newest market, Phoenix, Arizona Using the business plan developed n
Atlanta, and by working with one of our anchor tenants in Atlanta who needed simular dark fiber servnces n
Phoenix, AGL Networks acqunred a 60-mule network m that city in December of 2002 To facilitate the sale
of remaining capacity, we've opened an office in Phoenix, and have hired an expenenced sales manager to
lead our marketing efforts there

I also stated last year that I hoped that AGL Networks would “even contribute positively to our earmings in
2002.” not an easy feat for a busmess umit n 1its first full year of operation We didn’t quite get there, mainly
because of timing of completing the network and the complications of contracting with customers But
importantly, our network was, for the most part, paid for by the up-front cash recerved from a number|of the
subscribers  Moreover, we became the only provider besides BellSouth who can provide a continuous
network of service throughout the wider metropolitan Atlanta area  We also were able to add a second'aty
Phoenix, to our holdings in 2002 So the delay in earmings was worth It to get the growth in the business

But I'll give you a sneak preview of next week's earnings announcement by telling you that AGL Netw9rks
will be a positive contributor to earnings mn the first quarter of 2003, and should be for the year 2003 as| well

Before moving on to 2003, let me mention our increased ownership n Southstar, the jomt venture that|
markets natural gas in Georgia under the trade name “Georgia Natural Gas " You may recall that in ]uly
2001, we filed suit against Houston-based Dynegy Energy and Trade, alleging that Dynegy diverted revlenue
from the partnership In 2002, Dynegy was one of the energy merchants who collapsed in the aftermath of
the Enron bankruptcy While our lingation position was vindicated by this turn of events, we became
increasingly unsettled as we contemplated the effect of a possible default by Dynegy Dynegy's management
was replaced 1n late 2002 and we were pleased that the new management agreed to sell its 20 percent share n
SouthStar to us. as part of a settlement of the outstanding hitigation The deal closed in March of this year
and we now have a 70 percent non-controlling nterest in SouthStar, with Piedmont Natural Gas retaining its
30 percent ownership interest  With our majority ownership, we hope that the partnership can now focus on
improving the quahity of SouthStar’s customer base in Georgia, improving customer service, and enhanlcmg
the annuity quality of earnings coming out of this business going forward Even now. I'm proud of the
change in direction that the partnership has taken Throughout this winter, Georgia Natural Gas’ ratesjwere
among the lowest of the major marketers in Georgla We are now using the proceeds of asset management
to defray price increases to retail customers

|
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I said recently 1n a videotaped message to our employees that we cimbed to the top of the mountain in 2002,
only to find there was yet another mountain ahead of us

The implied message 1s that 2002 was an excellent year, in which we climbed to new heights But 2003 will be
even more challenging, as I suspect there's an even bigger mountain to cimb this year

We can expect to see a highly volatile gas maket at least over the next year At Sequent, we are using our
expertise to try to stabilize prices to our Virginia and Tennessee utiliies despite these extraordinary prices
Over the longer term, we will have to devote significant effort to diversifying the pipelines and supply basins
~ we access. including, n all likehhood, more involvement in the importation of hquefied natural gas to the US
This should be a logical and appropriate expansion to our tradittonal market area LNG expertise

With these challenges in mind, let’s look at the goals we have established for 2003 We have 1dent:fied four
clear goals for the year, and, three full months into the year, we already are making sigmficant progress in
each area QOur goals are outhned n the annual report, but I will describe them briefly for you

Obur first goal for the year 1s to “strengthen ourselves financially © We took the first step for this goal in the
first quarter of 2003 by completing our $137 million secondary equity offering, in which we 1ssued an
additional 6 4 million shares of AGL Resources stock

Our purchase of VNG in 2000 put a strain on our balance sheet, and our goal has been to reduce the leverage
we're carrying  While we were under no pressure from our rating agencies to do an equity offering, 1t
provided us a chance to significantly reduce our debtto-capitalization ratio, which was about 67 percent prior
to the offering Post-offering, 1t 1s about 57 percent, and puts us more soldly in our ratings categories and
ensures stability in maintaining our mvestment-grade credit ratings In fact, the offering also helped us
accomplish something you rarely see in any mdustry these days - we received a ratings upgrade, from BBB+
to A-, by Fitch Ratings, following the offering completion

The timing was good for us to do the offering as well, since we were able to confirm for Wall Street that we
were comfortable with consensus estimates for 2003 of $1 85 to $1 90, after taking into effect the
approximately $0 10 per share dilution caused by the 1ssuance of new shares The ability to meet our financial
targets and sausfy Wall Street's expectations even after the dilutive effect of the offering signaled to us that 1t
was the nght time to shore up the balance sheet and improve the financial health of the company

Despite the expected tmtial decline in our stock price, our share price has recovered nicely and 1s now trading
in the mid-$23 and higher range on very healthy volumes, evidencing good after-market support by the
institutions who participated 1n the offering  Among the largest shareholders of our company are some
household names American Century Investments, Frankiin Templeton Funds, Massachusetts Financial
(MFS), Morgan Stanley, Bank of America Capital Management, Wellington Capital and TIAA-CREF  Therr
ownership of our stock demonstrates their confidence in our strategy and the upside potential of our future
performance

Our second goal, which n many ways 1s closely related to the first, 1s to grow around our existing assets We
have the challenge of meeting the mvestment community’s annual growth expectations of 5 to 7 percent,
while operating solid, well-run utihties that only provide between 1 and 3 percent growth annually
Population growth in the Southeast and in our Virginia ternitory 1s vibrant relative to the national average, but
the faster-than-average growth in these regions has slowed somewhat with the economy So our challenge 1s
always to get that top-hine growth to the bottom line — made even more difficult because we already have
some of the lowest-cost, most effictent operations in the country

What this means 1s that we have to find new sources of revenue growth And it's logical to look to our
existing assets as a potential source for that new growth During this year, we already are at work finding
ways to optimize the growth from our base assets, and we continue to look for new asset management
opportunities at Sequent  As the market and supply bases for natural gas evolve, our pipeline system can be
expanded to facihitate better access for producers to markets In addition, the disproportionate demand for
peak capacity offers us some unique investment opportumties on or around our pipeline, storage, and peaking
faciities  So our challenge 1s to mature some projects that have a wholesale character to them (such as
interstate and/or intrastate pipeline projects), and which will add to our portfolio of assets in Georgra,
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Virginia, and Tennessee Such additions can increase the property tax bases in the communities which we
serve and can create badly-needed construction jobs Our utilities are focusing on increasing connected
customers, including fostering economic development efforts across our service territories At the same time,
AGL Networks continues to “sell, sell, sell” the dark fiber capacity available on both 1ts Atlanta and Phoenix
networks to fuel its growth

It 1s obviously the goal of any company to execute their business practices “flawlessly,” so perhaps this seems
a superfluous thing to set as a goal But, m our business, flawless execution 1s so vital  Not only are we
dealing with a potentially dangerous commodity, but it's a commodity that every one of our customers need
every single day )

Above and beyond the 1ssue of safety and system rehability, 1t 1s our duty to you, our shareholders, to make
sure we don't make any costly mistakes What does that mean? It means that we will avoid costly forays nto
information systems m the utiities unless the technologies are proven, we will enhance our capabihities to
grow Sequent without any compromuse to our strict risk management framework, we will extend our business
systems disctpline to SouthStar, and we will reduce our sales cycle time in the Networks business.

AGL Resources serves four distinct groups each and every day To our customers, we must continually seek
to provide exemplary service and to improve those service levels in every way we can To our communities
we operate 1n, we must give back m time and energy and philanthropy It 1s only through the support and
consideration of these individuals that we can work successfully with our third group of stakeholders, our
state and federal regulators With the successful meshing of customers, commumties and regulators working
with AGLR for the betterment of all, we can best serve you, the shareholder If the first three groups believe
that we are as concerned over their wellbeing as we are about our own, our successes will continue The
value will be apparent and Wall Street will continue to take notice

While you as shareholders of AGL Resources are certainly concerned about the financial and operating
performance of the company, increasingly you all are becoming aware of the need to keep a close eye on the
governance of the corporation

Many of you have been following the regulatory and financial reforms that have been enacted by Congress,
the Securiies and Exchange Commussion, and the various stock exchanges in the wake of the accounting and
insider trading scandals that have made headlines recently Corporate governance of publicly traded
companies has changed dramatcally in light of these new rules and regulations Once again, I am pleased to
report that AGL Resources has been ahead of the curve on instituting many of these changes In fact, we
implemented many of the new requirements before they were required by the oversight agencies

I would encourage you to take a look at the mvestor relations section of our webstte (aglresources com),
which contains a comprehensive description of our corporate governance philosophy, policies and the
composition and charters for each of our board commuittees

I feel very strongly that the combination of these corporate governance practices, combined with the level of
management depth and expenence we have at AGL, positions us well as one of the top-tier companies n the
country when 1t comes to taking governance ssues and actions seriously I can also assure you that the
individuals on our Board challenge the entire management, challenge me, and do not allow management to
pre-empt the Board's role i reviewing and approving major corporate mnitiatives and results

Let me address, in one last moment, not just AGL’s head, but its heart Each year, the officer and leadership
teamns meet to review the past year and to discuss our goals and strategies for the current year This year, we
focused a substantial amount of ime on determining what the values for AGL Resources will be going
forward

As a result, we 1dentified four key values which permeate everything we do 1n our business — and which will
serve as the foundation for our future success '

The first building block of our success 1s “honesty © With honest communications internally, with our
customers and regulators. and with you, our shareholders, AGL Resources can create a work environment
conducive to success Democracy and free speech in the work place bring therr challenges But we are
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|, EXHIBIT MDC|PL |
From: "Keener, James" <James_Keener@platts com> )
To: "Michael Chrysler" <Michael Chrysler@state tn us> |
Date: 5/7/2004 9 53 37 AM ‘
Subject: RE 2003 Gas Company of the Year - 5th Annual Platts Global EnergyAwards
Ceremony
Mr Chrysler

| believe the attached documents should be helpful regarding your
questions about the Global Energy Awards If you need anything further,
please let me know

Ali the best,

Jim Keener

Platts

A Division of The McGraw-Hill Companies
tel +1 720-548-5624

fax +1 720-548-5008
james_keener@platts com

www platts com

-----Original Message--—--

From Michael Chrysler [mailto Michael Chrysler@state tn us]
Sent Tuesday, May 04, 2004 12 52 PM

To Keener, James

Subject 2003 Gas Company of the Year - 5th Annual Platts Global
EnergyAwards Ceremony

Mr Keener,
| am interested in obtaining a copy of available information regarding
the parameters used in determining AGL Resources winner of your award,

specifically

1 Can you provide public record of the metrics utilized in the
selection process?

2 Can you provide the scope of utilities in the selection sample?
3 Can you provide source data of the metrics utiized?

4 Was Platts involved in the selection process or was that
responsibility developed by a consultant to Platts?

| would appreciate your attention to this request

Sincerely,

Michael D Chrysler

Regulatory Analyst

Tennessee Office of Attorney General
Consumer Advocate & Protection Div
P O Box 20207

Nashville, TN 37202
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How to Nominate

Nominations for the Global Energy Awards are being accepted for the following
categories. Please refer to the category description pages of this piece or the
Global Energy Awards Web site for additional information.

Lifetime Achievement Award

CEO of the Year

Energy Company of the Year

Industry Leadership Award

Power Company of the Year

Oil Company of the Year

Gas Company of the Year

Coal Company of the Year
Petrochemicals Company of the Year
Newcomer of the Year

Energy Engineering Project of the Year
Renewables Project of the Year
Community Development Program of the Year
Commercial Technology of the Year
Advertising Campaign of the Year

Judging

The 2004 judging process relies on the expertise of an impartial panel of
international energy experts, including energy ministers, national regulators, past
and present heads of major energy companies, and leading academics and
legislators.

The judges evaluate the entrants and select the finalists and winners based on
the cniteria listed In each category, taking into consideration the company’s profile
and financial performance in the designated time-frame.

The panel of judges will review all of the nominations and materials and select
finalists by October 14, 2004. The finalists will be announced on October 14,
2004, on the Global Energy Awards Web site and in a press release issued by
Platts. The winners will then be selected from the list of finalists at a special
judging session held in London. The winners will be announced and their awards
will be presented on stage at the festive awards ceremony to be held December
10, 2004, at The Plaza Hotel iIn New York City.




Rules and Requirements

Nominations may be submitted either directly from a company, from an involved
individual, or from a third party. In each case, the nomination must be submitted
on the official "Global Energy Awards Entry Form” available at

www globalenergyawards com. Once you have filled out the official form, please send one
(1) paper copy, along with your supporting materials, to:

Platts

2004 Global Energy Awards
Nominations

3333 Walnut Street
Boulder, CO 80301

USA

All requested information needs to be provided; we cannot consider incomplete
nomination forms.

In the event that a third party nominates a company or individual, Platts will
contact the nominated company or individual and ask the nominee to complete
an official entry form and review the nomination for accuracy. If the company or
individual fails to provide the required response by the specified date, the
nomination will be excluded from competition.

The completed nomination form and supporting documents will be considered
confidential and will only be used by Platts and its panel of judges.

Nominees must have significant involvement in the energy industry. All
nominations for each category MUST be accompanied by the following:

e A "Global Energy Awards Entry Form" completed in its entirety. Multiple
category entries are encouraged, but an individual entry form MUST
accompany each entry. The nomination form i1s available online at

www.globalenergyawards com.

e A summary, not to exceed 50 words, that explains the rationale behind the
entry.

e After completing the online form, one paper copy of the nominating report
is to be submitted to Platts Global Energy Awards 2003, 3333 Walnut
- Street, Boulder, CO 80301, USA. This paper copy, which may not exceed
500 words, should describe why your nominee exemplifies excellence in
the selected category. The report should address the judging criteria
specified for that category and describe outstanding accomplishments, the
risks involved, significant obstacles that were overcome, and any other




pertinent information. Each nomination must also include a company
profile detailing total revenue and profit for the award period (described in
the overview of each category) and size of company.

e Supporting material is optional, except for nominations for the Marketing
Campaign of the Year, which must include a 30-second commercial.
Additional supporting materials may include marketing videos, brochures,
advertisements, photographs, and other documents. We regret that no
materials can be returned.

e Each nomination must include an image of 300 dpi1 or above for the
nominated company’s logo. For screen quality, we require lllustrator or
PhotoShop RGB EPS files of the logo. Send the files on a floppy disk, Zip
disk, or CD-ROM to the Global Energy Awards address (below) or e-mail
the files to awards@platts.com.

e Entries for CEO of the Year must be accompanied by a high-resolution
color photograph of the individual nominated. Send a file via e-mail to
awards@platts com OF send a glossy print to the Global Energy Awards address
(below). Please label the back of the photo with the nominee’s name. We
regret that no nominating materials can be returned.

o All dollar amounts and financial statistics must be in U.S. dollars.

e Winners are expected to accept their awards on stage at the ceremony
being held December 10, 2004, at The Plaza Hotel in New York City. All
nominations must be accompanied by the name of the person who will be
the accepting the award if that nominee 1s chosen as the winner.

e All nominations must be received no later than September 24, 2004,
online at www globalenergyawards com. NO extensions to this date will be granted

Direct all paper entries and questions to:
Platts

Global Energy Awards 2003

3333 Walnut Street

Boulder, CO 80301 USA

E-mail awards@platts com




next 35,000 megawatts are projected to
take as little as 5 years The success of
renewables 15 all the more urgent given
Increasing concern over climate change
In this category, the judges looked for
renewables manufacturers or energy
compantes with solid commercial
solutions that make the dream of a world
substantially powered by renewable
energy a practical reality

Judging Cnteria
*Reliability
*Practicality
*Commercial

Finalists

Austin Energy

Enmax Corp

FPL Group

Green Mountain Energy Co
Renewables Energy Group

POWER COMPANY OF THE YEAR

The power industry continues to face
unprecedented challenges Events have
combined to test companies and their
managers as never before But the rewards
are there for those firms prepared to
show the leadership required to work
through their industry's current difficulties
Strategic knowledge, technical know-how,
and a determination never to let the
customer down were the corporate
hallmarks for this award

Judges evaluated finalists' successful
development and implementation of a
strategic plan that optimizes performance
and growth while taking an aggressive,
proactive approach toward a radically
altered business environment

Judging Criteria
*Technical innovation
«Customer care
*Competitive advantage
»Strategic thinking

Finalists

Ameren Corp

Caipine Corp

Eskom

FPL Group

MidAmerican Energy Co

PacifiCorp

RAO Unified Energy System of Russia
Southern Co

GAS COMPANY OF THE YEAR

The natural gas world includes exploration,
dnlhing, production, gathering, processing,
liquefaction, storage, transportation,
distnbution, and retail delivery Key i1ssues
include the ments of embracing innovative
technologies in the search for new sources
of supply, investing in infrastructure to
mirimize valatihity, adopting new and
innovative storage technologies, and
employing new technologies to improve
transport, processing, and production

In this category, the judges focused on
overall performance rather than on a
specific corporate activity Whether the
finalist was engaged in exploration,
production, processing, transportation,
storage, or distribution was less important
than the level of excellence achieved

Judging Criteria

*Sound technology
*Shareholder value
*Unparalleled performance

Finalists

AGL Resources

Kern River Gas Transmission Co
KeySpan Energy Delivery
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Calls Received

Chattanooga Gas Company EXHIBIT CAPD MDC 26 A 1
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service

Number of Calls Received/% answered

1998 - 2003
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. Calls Rec'd 103173 99466 88111 101993
—o— % Answered 100 100 100 100

Year
Note Not tracked separately prior to 2001



Average Answer Time (Min.)
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Chattanooga Gas Company
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service
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Length of Call (Min.)
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Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service

Chattanooga Gas Company

Length of Call (Min.)
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Note: The average length of call was not separately tracked for Chattanooga Gas Company prior to 2001 The

call length 1s tracked in munutes and seconds.
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After Call Processing Time (%))

Chattanooga Gas Company EXHIBIT CAPD MDC 26 A 4
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service

After Call Processing Time (%)
1998 - 2003
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* After call processing time 1s not tracked separately The after call time is included in the length of call provided in, “Length
ofcall’mn26 A3



Number of Walk -Ins

Chattanooga Gas Company EXHIBIT CAPD MDC 26 A 5
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service
Number of Walk - Ins (Local)
1998 - 2003
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Customer Call Backs

Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service

Chattanooga Gas Company

Customer Call Backs

1998 - 2003

EXHIBIT CAPD MDC 26 A 6
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Chattanooga Gas Company
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service
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Supervisor Referrals
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Cash Transactions Processed

(Local)

Chattanooga Gas Company
Service Quality Indicators - Customer Service
Cash Transactions Processed (Local)
1998 - 2003
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Chattanooga Gas Company
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Ompany——_EXHIBIT-CAPD"MDC 26.B-3




% Estimated

2.50%

2.00%

1.50%

1.00% -

]

0.50%

Service Quality Indicators
Meter Services Department Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

Chattanooga-Gas-Company ———EXHIBIT-CAPD MDC 26 B4

0.00%

1998

1999

2001

2002

2003

_”,xv Estimated

n/a

n/a

0 50%

070%

0 40%

Note: Statistics not retained prior to

2000

Year




Skips

Chattanooga-Gas-Company — ___EXHIBIT-CAPD'MDC 26 B5
Service Quality Indicators

Meter Services Department Statistics

For Years 1998 - 2003

6000.00

5000.00

I
|

4000.00

|
|

3000.00

2000.00 -

1000.00 +

0.00

1998

1899

2000

2001

2002

_- Skips

n/a

n/a

5355

3739

3835

Year




Chattanooga-Gas - Company —EXHIBITCAPD"MDC 26'B'6
Service Quality Indicators
Meter Services Department Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

2000 +
1800
1600
1400
1200
1000
800
600 -
400 -
200 -

Re-reads

O 1998 1999 2000 2001 2003

| ereads n/a na 1056 1896 1440 1160
Year

Note: Statistics not retained prior to 2000




Chattanooga-Gas Company— ——EXHIBIT-CAPD-MDC 26 B 7

Service Quality Indicators
Meter Services Department Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

2500 T
2000 +
o 1500 + ,
c
)
o ©
8 1000
500
Q 1998 1999 2000 2001 2003
T Door Tags n/a n/a n/a 1395 2248

Year

Note* Statistics not retamned prior to 2000



SNOPs Worked

5000
4500
4000 +
3500
3000
2500
2000
1500 +
1000 +

500 —

Service Quality Indicators
Meter Services Department Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

0

1998 1999 2000 2001

Chattanooga Gas Company———

EXHIBIT-CAPD-MDC 26'B8

2002

? SNOPs Worked

n/a n/a 2994 3748

4237

4744

Year



Orders Worked

33000 |
32500
32000
31500 +
31000
30500
30000
29500 -
29000
28500 -

]
!

Chattanooga Gas Company
Service Quality Indicators
Service Department Statistics
For Years 2001 - 2003

2001

EXHIBITCAPDMDC26C1 "~

|m Orders Worked

30240 31928

32753

Year



Service Quality Indicators

Chattanooga Gas Company ——

—

Service Department Statistics

2001 - 2003

“TEXHIBITCAPDMDC26C2&3

16000 -
14000 -
2o 12000 -
T 2
G m 10000 -
5 5 8000 -
EE
s E 6000 -
8 2
< s 4000 -
2000 -
c |
@i Appt Orders 13837 12720
—e—Appt Missed 1918 1216

% Missed

13 9%




Emergency Orders

Service Quality Indicators

Chattanooga Gas Company

2003 Service Department Statistics

2001 - 2003

3900
3850
3800
3750
3700
3650
3600
3550

3500 -

2003

—i Emerg Orders

3632

3766

Month




Emergency Response

(Minutes)

34 -
33
32 -
31 -
30 -
29 -
28 -
27 -
26 -

Chattanooga-Gas_Company
Service Quality Indicators
Service Department Statistics
2001 - 2003

EXHIBIT"CAPD'MDC 26 C5

2003

_ﬂ Emerg Response

3003

28 35

Year




Chattanooga-Gas_Company

Service Quality Indicators

Service Department Statistics

Meters Set

2050 +

2000 +

1950 +

1900 +

1850 +

1800 -

1750 -

2001 - 2003

EXHIBIT CAPD'MDC 26 C6

2001

2003

_l Meters Set

1858

2032

1850

Year



Service Orders Received

Orders Installed

3000 -

2500 -

1

2000

1500

1000 -

500

construction Department Statistics

For Years 1998 - 2003

0

1999

Chattanooga-Gas Company——
Service Quality Indicators

EXHIBIT CAPD"MDC 26 D1&2

2000

2002

aamm Svwc Ord Rec'd

870

1243

1044

______ ¢ 0Ord Installed

870

1243

1044

Year




Chattanooga Gas Company —— EXHIBIT CAPD'MDC 26 D3
Service Quality Indicators

Backlog (of Service Orders)

(in weeks)

Construction Department Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

1.2 +

1+

0.8

0.6

0.4 +

0.2 +

c 1998 1999 - 2000 2001 2002 2003

@ Backlog (weeks) n/‘a n/a n/a n/‘a n/a n/a
Year

Note: “In the normal course of business the Company does not retain the backlog data from
previous penods as requested and therefore 1t can not be provided”.



Chattanooga Gas Company ———
Service Quality Indicators

EXHIBIT CAPD MDC26 D4

Construction Department Statistics

3rd Party Damages

600

500 +

400

300 +

200

100 +

cl

1998

For Years 1998 - 2003

2000

2001

2002

2003

_I‘Omamumm

477

475

108

286

172

208

Year




Services Renewal/Relocate

Service Quality Indicators

Construction Department Statistics

For Years 1998 - 2003

Chattanooga Gas Company

EXHIBIT CAPD-MDC 26 D5

1999

2000

2001

2003

@ Sw Renewal/Relocate

16

90

208

238

163

Year




Services Retired*

600 -

500 -

400 -

300 -

200 -

100 -

AU -

1998

For Years 1998 - 2003

1999

2000

Chattanooga Gas Company—
Service Quality Indicators
Construction Department-Statistics

EXHIBIT-CAPD-MDC-2

a
O

D
w

e
A

2002

2003

? Semvices Retired

565

204

393

542

520

326

Year




Chattanooga Gas-Company———EXHIBITFCAPD-MDC-26-D-7.
Service Quality Indicators

Construction-Department-Statistics
For Years 1998 - 2003

1600
1400
1200 +
1000
800 +
600
400 -
200

]
]

Survey Leaks

° 1998 2000 2001

500 656 1475 - 575
Year

T Suney Leaks 288




